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PROCEEDI NGS

[8:40 a. m]

MR. CAMERON. Good norning, everybody. W still
have a coupl e people out standing around the table, but
we'll get started and let thempick up with us as we cone
in.
| have some suggestions on how we m ght proceed this norning
for your consideration, and these suggestions flow out of a
summary that | did of the notes fromyesterday. | think
everybody has a copy of this and what | woul d suggest is
that we sort of do a reprise of yesterday's discussion on
safety goal, which | think was really a good di scussion, and
do that by giving you an opportunity to comment on the
poi nts that were brought up yesterday and to put a finer
point on them if you need to.

|"mnot sure that | captured everything correctly
for you. So we'll give you an opportunity to do that.

At 9:15, and these tinmes are obviously
approximate, as you can tell fromyesterday' s session, but
we sort of noved into -- fromsone of the genera
conceptual, philosophical points about safety goals, we
started to nove into actually taking a |look at the

feasibility of devel oping safety goals for particul ar
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categories of materials used.

| woul d al so thank Dennis yesterday for his
comment that you will see on these notes about the fact that
who is the target population that's being protected by the
safety goal in each of these categories and are they -- and
what are the inplications of whether it's a voluntary or
i nvoluntary ri sk.

| thought that perhaps our main startup discussion
m ght be to |ook at the various categories, and we al so had
a di scussion about there's plenty of val ues subnerged
already in the existing regulatory framework. Wy don't we
go through category by category and tal k about, well, what
are the values subnerged in that franmework that m ght
contribute to the devel opnent of a safety goal, do we
al ready have a safety goal perhaps in any category, what's
the feasibility of developing a goal. So that woul d be one
maj or di scussi on.

After the break, | think |I've asked Nor man
Ei senberg, who is teaching a course on risk assessnment, to
just give us a short overview of the tools involved in this.
W tal ked about tools yesterday in the safety goal
di scussion, but I think it m ght be useful for people to

have an understandi ng of what those tools are, to bring nore
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information to the decision-making process and to all ow

peopl e to make a clear separation, in their mnd, between
the use of the tools and the devel opnent of the safety
goal s, and which Gary Hol ahan clearly brought honme to us
yesterday is as an exposition of what the underlying soci al
val ues mght be in a particular regulatory area.

We need to have a discussion of process issues; in
ot her words, where should the NRC go fromhere to further
devel op these goals, including -- | don't want to forget a
poi nt that was brought up yesterday about what's the
organi zational framework that the NRCis going to use to
proceed here. | think there was a comment about how is the
NRC organi zed to further pursue this effort, and Marty may
have sone thoughts about that.

| also want to give everybody around the table an
opportunity, and in the audience, to sumup their views. |
don't nmean to take a long tinme with each person, but based
on what you have heard over the past day and a half, to give
us your perspectives again on risk.

W will adjourn at noon on the dot, because people
have ot her venues that they have to get to.

Comments on these suggestions in ternms of a way to

proceed. John?
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MR. FLACK: \Whet her the devel opnent of the safety

goal should be considered or perfornmed or done in a relative
sense to other risks or in an absolute sense. | think
that's the question that still remains.

MR. CAMERON. Yes. And let's save that to when we
go into these points and we'll go back to you first on that.
| just want to nake sure that everybody is fairly
confortable with this way of proceeding. And if we need to
make a little detour along the way, that's fine, too. Al
right.

Well, let's go through the points. Everybody
shoul d have a handout and | saw, | think, C ndy cane in
there is a handout of these points right here. Do you have

one? You've got one. Al right.

John, you offer your -- why don't you offer your
point now and we'll try to capture that.
MR. FLACK: Well, in light of the devel opnent of

safety goals for reactors, the goal itself recognized risks
in general due to power production and used that going in;
that everyone is exposed to a certain risk and that we woul d
formul ate the safety goals in light of that, in a relative
sense, rather than in an absol ute sense, where we have, as

we have today, certain requirements that are transforned
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into mllirem so many mlliremas a requirenent that we

need to neet, which is an absol ute nunber.

"' mwondering if we can sonehow deci de whet her or
not these goals for nmaterials would be devel oped the sane
way as reactors, and that would be that it would be
considered -- the safety would be -- the risk would be
considered in light of risks that individuals are normally
exposed to, whether it be occupational or public risk from
ot her sources.

That was the intent of the conmment.

MR. CAMERON. Let ne go first to Gary on that
poi nt .

MR. HOLAHAN. The first thing I1'd like to say is |
liked it better yesterday, where we could speak out.

Wth respect to John's comments about relative
versus absolute goals, it seenms to ne that in the reactor
area, the safety goal expresses both, an expression that the
risk to people in the vicinity of the nuclear power plant
shoul d be very low, and | think there is a second goal that
says that the risks should be conparable to or |ess than
alternative nethods of producing electric power.

So in that sense, the reactor safety goals have

bot h an absol ute expression and a rel ative expression. |If
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you think about it a while, | think you probably have to

have bot h somewhere, because if there was an alternative way
of generating electricity or of |ooking for cracks in the
pi pe or for whatever purpose you use materials, if there was
an alternative way of doing that, that had much less risk to
society, | think you would always -- you would favor such a
thing, and to have a goal that doesn't recognize that |
think is not realistic.

MR. CAMERON. Andy, do you have a comrent on that,
al so? Let's go to you and then we'll go to Bob Bernero.

MR WALLO | kind of agree with what Gary sai d.
| think this ties, though, to your very first bullet that
you should have qualitative safety goals and clearly
gualitative generally inplies sone relative nmetric or
neasur e.

| think you suggested we were going to go through
sone categories and | ook at themand |I think the answer to
this question is going to be tied to those categori es,
because | think in each unique situation, you mght find
that your safety goals, other than sone generic safety goal,
i ke Gary nentioned, that whatever you' re doing has to be
conpar abl e or better than your alternatives, in general,

mean, that's a great notherhood type goal and sonething that
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actually you should do in a deci sion-nmnmaking process.

But the fact is depending on what you're doing,
there are those things you may be doing this process for,
where you're doing it for nmany operations, you' re going to
have many seal ed sources out there and you're going to set
goal s for managi ng many seal ed sources.

On the other hand, you're going to deal with maybe
only one repository for high I evel waste in the whole
history of this country. | nmean, that's a possibility.

Well only ever have one repository.

Do we need absol ute goal s? Probably not.
Probably what we need, we don't even need a -- maybe we
don't even need a regulation. Wat we need is a
deci si on- maki ng process that goes through and says is this
the best alternative we have, can we do sonething better,
what's the relative conparison between this alternative
versus others and if we don't do this, are we going to have
a marked i nprovenent in safety or in whatever el se we want.

So | think part of the answer to John's question
is tied to what it is you're trying to regulate or inprove
safety on. In those unique situations, you probably don't
want absolute. You want a conparative programrather than a

set of standards that you apply, like you would for seal ed
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sources, where you're dealing with hundreds to thousands of

t hem

MR. CAMERON. Thanks, Andy. Bob, if you could
make your comrent and, also, if you have anything to add
about what Andy said, too.

MR BERNEROC It's in the sane vein. Wat | was
suggesting yesterday about qualitative safety goals | would
like to repeat and in this context, especially what Andy was
j ust sayi ng about the high | evel waste repository, there is
a unique difference between the qualitative safety goal that
one woul d associate with a waste disposal site, with a
fissile material handling site, with a sealed source, with
the various el enents of NRC/ NMSS oversi ght.

| didalittle bit of noodling and I woul d suggest
at least five categories of qualitative safety goals and
they would be |Iike what the reactor safety goal is, the risk
shall be | ow conpared to other nethods or, alternatively,
the risk shall be low relative to the background risk of
everyday life.

So there should be, first, a qualitative statenent
of risk objective or risk managenent objective and then one
can -- just as in the repository, | suggested yesterday, no

person in future will suffer an exposure we wouldn't find
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acceptabl e today for permtting or licensing. That's a

goal, that's an objective.

One can then say | will feel satisfied that if |
have anal yzed to a period of 10,000 years using the
performance nodel s and this dose assessnent point, presum ng
there will be sonebody there 10,000 years from now and
t aki ng due account of uncertainties that, by best
expectation, is no person receiving sonething | woul dn't
permt and would do sensitivity analysis to ny
uncertainties, that even if I'"'mwong, the result is
tolerable. 1t's not the edge of the cliff that everybody
di es.

So those are inplenenting quantitative details,
just as one-tenth of one percent of background accident risk
and cancer fatality risk is an inplenenting set of details.

So | think 1'd be happy to go through those
suggested goals, if you wish, now or |ater.

MR. CAMERON. Can we -- is it nore appropriate
perhaps in terns of our discussion of when we get to
category by category?

MR. BERNERO Well, | put themtogether as just
cat egori es.

MR. CAMERON. Wy don't we start off the category



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

236
di scussion with your overview on that, and we can nove

t hrough these points and get the reprise done here.

Fel i x, you have a comment on this issue we're
tal ki ng about ?

MR. KILLAR Yes. | think one of the things you
have to |l ook at is you' ve got to have a conbination of
factors. | think you have to have qualitative,
guantitative, you have to take into consideration
perceptions. It's not a sinple thing and I think as we've
been talking for the last day, it's obvious it's not a
si npl e t hi ng.

| f you have too qualitative, then you get too nuch
concerned with the perception of risk and you don't get to
actual ly understand what the true risk is. On the other
side of the coin, if you get hung up on the true risk or the
guantitative risk, then you lose the qualitative aspect of
it.

So you have to have a proper blending of these and
t he bl ending has to be appropriate for the categories. So |
think the idea of having it by categories makes a | ot of
sense.

One of the things, you talked a little bit about

what Denni s suggested yesterday. | agree with Dennis for
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all of his audience, except he's |left one audi ence out, and

that is the patient, the nuclear nedicine patient.

When you tal k about the risk to the patient,
there's a lot of difference in the risk to the public or to
t he physician or to the technician or to the supplier. The
patient has a lot of different priorities than all those
ot hers.

So when you start | ooking at that, and nucl ear
nmedi cine is one of those uni que categories, where that guy
wants that radiation, please, give it to ne, versus sonebody
el se who is trying to be concerned and trying to keep away
fromit.

So you' ve got to take that aspect into
consi deration, as well, when we tal k about who the affected
audi ences are.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you. We'll get into another
di scussi on of those issues. Mke, on this issue?

MR, WANGLER:  Yes.

MR. CAMERON. All right.

MR. WANGLER: Just a couple of thoughts on it. It
strikes nme that a qualitative goal is an effective way to
try to achieve sonething that you want. You have a

gualitative goal, then you ve got to have sone sort of way
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to measure whet her you' ve achi eved that goal and you get

into quantitative neasurenents.

One of the things |I've always been struck by is
that if you set yourself up for a quantitative goal or
guantitative achievenent, if you have to change the
guantity, you've now got to change your goal, whereas if you
have a qualitative goal, you can constantly reassess howto
achi eve that goal with your quantitative neasurenents and
adj ust them as appropri ate.

For exanple, worker radiation |levels. The
occupati onal exposure periodically changes, depending on
what the international and national conmmunities have. |If
you set that exposure |evel as your goal, then you have to
change the goal periodically, depending on what the
i nternational conmmunity says.

MR. CAMERON. Any conmments on what M ke just said
about that? Bob?

MR. BERNERO That's the very reason | think you
ought to start with a qualitative goal and that's an
i npl enenting detail that if we decide, like |ICRP-60, that
five remper year is not approved, worker exposure, that we
ought to go to sonme ten-year average and whatever, that's an

i npl enenting detail.
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But the safety goal, qualitative safety goa

shoul d descri be why a worker exposure is acceptable, the
goal is acceptable at a substantially higher |evel than
publ i ¢ exposure.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Geat. | think we've
captured those there and let's nmake sure everybody is
confortable with sone of these statenents. The first bullet
is obviously qualitative safety goals. Then we have the
i ssue of quantitative goal. | think we've been covering
t hese; whether qualitative or quantitative, the underlying
rationale for the goal should be explicit and clear as to
what and whose values it represents.

And if anybody wants to nake a point on any of
these, just flag ne down here. Safety goal is only one
val ue to be used in decision-making; agency nust al so
consi der what Gary termed the hidden values in terns of
soci ety expectati ons.

| guess | had a question about that. Are those --
shoul d t hose hi dden val ues be exposed in terns of setting
the overall goal? Gary, do you want to comment on that.

MR. HOLAHAN. My comment is yes.

MR. CAMERON: So let's nmake a note on that one.

That's a clarification.
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MR ElI SENBERG  Chi p?

MR, CAMERON:  Yes. Nornan?

MR. EI SENBERG On this particular point, sone of
the framework is not very hidden. 1In fact, it's very
explicit, and it's very inportant on the materials area,
Federal radiation guidance, just all kinds of overall
requi renents, inpact of what the goals, what the
guantitative goals, if there ever are any, what those are
goi ng to be.

| think it's inmportant to sonehow tie that in,
because it's a significant and inportant constraint on what
gets done in the materials area.

MR. CAMERON. Does anybody have a comment on what
Nor man just said? Chia, do you have a comment on this?

MR. CHEN. Yes. W should say that a safety goal
is to be used in decision-making and then a | ater part of
t hose things such as social expectation. | think those
shoul d inprove in the description of the goal.

MR. CAMERON. Does anybody have a di sagr eenent
with that?

MR. WALLO | have a question here.

MR. CAMERON. All right.

MR, WALLO |I'mnot quite understanding. The
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di scussi on doesn't seemto follow the text of the one. The

impression | got fromthe discussion, the exchange here, was
that the safety goal needs to consider and naybe devel op
along the lines considering these other attributes, these

hi dden val ues.

The way this is phrased, it sounds like you're
going to set the safety goal and then you al so have to
consi der the hidden val ues.

MR. CAMERON. That's why | asked Gary for a
clarification on that. So that phrase, that point should be
anended so that it doesn't give the inpression that you set
this goal and then there's all these other hidden val ues
that m ght influence what you do; that those hidden val ues
shoul d be exposed as part of devel oping the safety goal.

So that particular phrase should be or that point
shoul d be anmended. That gives a wong inpression. Ckay.

MR. WALLO | guess the other thing | would
coment on that, | don't |ike the term hidden val ue
necessarily, but all these other attributes that go into
maki ng a safety goal, an individual goal can't necessarily
take into account every attribute.

You may have several goals, sone of them

specifically designed to address one or nore of these



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

242
attributes in your decision-making process.

So | want to make sure that not every safety goa
has to consider every hidden value. On the other hand,
hopefully you're suite of safety goals that you decide to
eval uate your systemon will ultimately address all the
attri butes you need to address.

MR. CAMERON: | think that the term hidden val ue
is a good termto use to try to really enphasi ze what the
conceptual inportance is in terns of a safety goal. It's
i mportant fromthat standpoint, but | think that that's sort
of atransition termand there may be a better termto use
t han hi dden val ue.

| think | see people around the table agreeing
that they don't like hidden value. But | think in the way
that Gary used it, it was very educational and instructive
to really enphasize what is involved in devel oping a safety
goal .

So | think fromnow on, we can perhaps refer to
attribute. |Is that acceptable to everybody? All right.
Well, go ahead. John, you have a comment on this?

KARHNAK:  Yes. | guess naybe | don't understand
the definition of hidden val ue, because |I'mnot sure that

anything is hidden there. | think these other val ues or
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other attributes are things that should be considered and to

suggest they're hidden sonehow puts sone magic to them!|
don't think exists.

MR CAMERON. And | think I'Il let Gary finish us
off on this one, since he started it.

MR. HOLAHAN. | guess since | introduced the term
What | nmeant by it is not that people are hiding these, but
that they have not been articulated directly. That they are
val ues that people have and they have not directly played
out in the process.

For exanple --

MR. KARHNAK: But | think they have. | think we
heard a | ot of them yesterday.

MR. HOLAHAN. But | don't think you will see them
expressed directly. For exanple, that you ought to have
different |levels of protection for voluntary versus
involuntary activities | think is a social value, but I
don't think you'll see that witten down in the regul ations
sonmewher e

You may see it expressed in the nunbers that
wor ker exposures can be different from public exposures, but
t he thought that you're doing that for this reason | don't

think you'll find witten dow. That's the only thing I
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meant, in the context that it's not fully articul ated.

MR. CAMERON. And | think that that's probably it,
is if you look at a particular regulation, if these
particul ar val ues wouldn't be necessarily explicitly
articulated, but they are very inportant to consider in
devel oping a safety goal, then they do have to be explicitly
articul at ed.

Bob?

MR BERNERO |I'd just like to nake a point on
what Gary just said, which is the distinction between public
exposure limts and worker exposure limts, | don't think
it's proven to associate it sinply with voluntary and
involuntary. The real reason for it is not voluntary and
involuntary so much as | think it is a matter of assurance
and control that you have health control of the worker and
you have very close nonitoring and control of the rate of
exposure and the extent of exposure.

MR. CAMERON. And let's also bring that back in to
when we get to the category by category discussion. Bob?

MR LULL: | know we're trying to be nore general
in our termnology, but it seenms to ne that the really only
worse thing in using the termsafety goal, what we nmean by

that is radiation exposure.
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| nmean, whether those safety goals are that the

NRC is inherently interested in and other than radiation
exposure to people, we're only interested in the environnent
insofar as it will eventually potentially |ead to radiation
exposure of people.

And so I"minterested in what other safety goals
are we tal king about and are there any ot her hidden val ues
ot her than just this concept of voluntary or involuntary.
Are we going to take into account people's m sperception of
radi ation risk and include that and really botch things up?

MR CAMERON. Gary, | think 1'd like to hear your
t houghts on that.

MR, HOLAHAN. At first, | thought | agreed with
you, that, in fact, alnost all of what we do sinply has to
do with separating people fromradiation, whether it's
controlling the radiation or keeping people away fromit.

But it occurred to me that | think George
Apost ol akis, who is on our Advisory Commttee on Reactor
Saf eguards, raised an issue and it was discussed at a nunber
of our neetings, and that is when he was doi ng sone work for
the State of California, the issue cane up about whether
| and contam nation was, in fact, a separate issue.

| f you could do an analysis that basically said no
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one will be affected by this radiation, is it acceptable to

put a level of radiation in a water supply or on the ground
of people are not going to be exposed? 1Is there an

envi ronnmental issue separate froma people and radiation
exposure issue?

The answer in California was yes. Now, the NRC
doesn't have |l and contam nation goals, although protecting
people fromradiation, in fact, provides a certain | evel of
protection in that area.

In my mnd, this is just one of those val ue
guestions. W ought to decide whether contam nating land in
a way that has no effect on people or no cal cul able effect
on people is an inportant value or not. You could probably
argue over that and then you' d decide yes or no, but at
least it gets that issue on the table.

MR LULL: May | respond to that? | think --

MR. CAMERON. Can peopl e here back there? The
m crophones are not up as |loud as they were yesterday.

MR LULL: I'Il try and speak closer into it.

MR. CAMERON. W may need to try to get soneone to
adj ust our m xer back there.

MR. LULL: | think the point that you're

addressing is inportant and it really goes to the fact that
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peopl e don't believe that you can ever say that |and nay not

at sone point in tinme be occupied by people; that if you
have sonething into the environnent, eventually, sonetine in
the future, if it's a long-lived isotope, that it can end up
comng in contact with people and creating a significant
exposure potentially.

So that there is no way of contam nating the | and
or the environnent or the water and saying that that's never
going to conme in contact with people. It restricts the |and
in a way that no one has the power in the future to contro
for certain, and that's what they're looking for is
certainty.

MR. CAMERON. | just would call your attention, on
this subject, a point Norman rai sed yesterday about applying
the tools on the risk triplet, the consequences portion of
the triplet. Norman suggested that a conprehensive, a broad
| ook at the consequences portion may help to identify the
val ues that underlie the safety goal for a particular area.

Nor man, | know you want to comrent on this, so why
don't you go ahead. Not on this statenent necessarily, but
on this discussion.

MR. ElI SENBERG  There is another aspect. There is

a |l ot of discussion here about the qualitative safety goals,
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what the intent is, and the quantitative safety goals in

terms of what risk level is to be achieved. Unfortunately,
risk is not a universally and well defined termand if
you're trying to reach a particular goal, you have to
recogni ze that another aspect of the analysis and the
conpl i ance of denonstration is going to be what confidence
do you have in achieving the goal

And | think perhaps sone thought should be given
by the NRC to including some qualitative and perhaps
guantitative statenments regarding confidence in achieving a
particular risk level in the articulation of the safety
goal .

And in the materials area, it can becone
especially inportant. Let's just think about -- and sone of
t hese exanpl es have conme up already. Let's just think
about, say, a risk goal that's stated in terns of the nornmal
dose that woul d be acceptable to a nenber of the public.

| f you demand a 99.9 percent denonstration that
that level will be achieved, it nmay drive you to very
restrictive kinds of requirenents for rel eases or for the
ot her aspects of the systemwhich will be out of proportion
tothe risk that is likely to actually be experienced.

| think this is an aspect of the safety goal which
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probably needs to have sone attention, because just a

statenent of risk objectives, especially in the materials
area, may not essentially solve the problem nay not be a
good representation of what the society really wants.

MR, CAMERON. | think that this is -- we're going
to hear nore of this from Bob when he goes through his five
levels. | think that he was trying to incorporate how you
deal with uncertainty, perhaps confidence levels. And I
guess confidence levels may relate to how perception is
factored in.

| just would point out that we had sone di scussion
yest erday about public perception may be reflected in the
under |l yi ng social values represented in a safety goal. This
reflection would not necessarily be consistent with the
scientific consensus.

Gary, | don't know if you want to put a finer
point on that. | think it mght be real useful to talk
about that a little bit.

MR. HOLAHAN. | was thinking about sonething like
this on the way honme yesterday, and |I'm not an expert on
this subject, but I will use it as an exanple anyway.

The | aw for food additives and those sorts of

t hings, which I think some people here probably understand
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better than | do, include sonething that's called a Del aney

Cl ause, which basically says you're not allowed to add to
foods any material that's a known carci nogen at any | evel.
So it's basically a zero tol erance approach

| think the scientific community would say, well,
you know that there are natural carcinogens in foods, there
are all sorts of reasons to say that you could establish a
non-zero standard that was negligible or ten percent or a
t housandth of a percent of the natural risk with respect to
f oods.

But the Congress put that in there and | think the
scientific community would say they didn't need to do that.
It's done as a public confidence sort of thing and it seens
to me it's been there sonething |ike 25 years and Congress
is a group that's rather responsive to what the public
want s.

The public hasn't thrown any of the Congress out
on that point. There's been no clanor to say, no, you're
restricting ny food supply in an inappropriate way.

So | think that's a case in which irrational, is
the public being irrational? Well, | think the scientific
community would say this is not the optimum solution. This

i s not producing the optinmum safest food supply, but it
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seens to me what the public wants. And in a denocratic

process, it's what has cone out of that process and | think
it will probably stay there so long as that's what the
publ i ¢ understands that they want.

| think that's an exanple of this kind of thing.

MR. CAMERON. Can we get sonme -- does anybody el se
have anything to say on this inportant issue of how public
perception is built into the devel opnent of safety goal ?

Bar bara, you had your card up. You took it down when Gary
was tal ki ng, because --

M5. HAMRICK: It was to respond to sonething Gary
had said earlier.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. M ke, perception issue?

MR WANGLER: Well, let ne address the perception
issue in a broader term \Wsat | fear we're forgetting about
here is if we |ook at the chart over here and we | ook at the
bull ets you have up here, what | fear that we're | osing
sight of is that devel opnent of a safety goal is a process.

We're | ooking at individual elenments, but it's a
process. You have your goal, you generally define your
obj ectives to neet the goal, and then you have an
i npl enenting plan to neet your objectives and achi eve your

goal .
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As part of that process, | would think that one

woul d have to | ook for the, quote-unquote, hidden val ues,
i nvol ve public participation, so you can get as much
information as you can in order to devel op your safety goal.

The devel opment of a safety goal can't be a
BOGSAT, a termin DOT when | was there, a bunch of guys and
gals sitting around a table just deciding what needs to be
done.

MR. CAMERON. What was that DOCE ternf

MR WANGLER: DOT term B-O-G S-A-T, BOGSAT, a
bunch of guys sitting around a table.

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. | never heard that one
bef ore.

MR WANGLER. It's a Garfield one. |It's supposed
to be the result of a process where you get as much input,
information as you can, and then arrive at the devel opnent
of a goal in the best way you can.

MR. CAMERON. W al ways wondered how DOT arrived
at sone of those things.

MR. WANGLER: That's how t hey make SWAGS

MR. CAMERON. SWAGS, yes. That's the term!|
| earned from Bob Bernero a long tinme ago. But you're

raising a very inportant point, a way to expose perceptions,
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val ues, is we have to renenber that the process for

devel opment of safety goal has to be an inclusive process of
all of the interests that may be affected by that particul ar
ar ea.

Ray?

MR JOHNSON: 1'd like to speak to the matter of
perceptions and al so conservatism \at | see happening
when it comes to inplenenting safety goals is that we talk
about the public having perceptions which are hard to
understand technically or scientifically, but I would
suggest that technical people have perceptions also which
af fect how they inplenent guidelines or requirenents.

For exanple, the cleanup criteria for contam nated
 ands, the 15 millirem EPA nunber and 25 mllirem NRC
nunber, when it cones to inplenenting such guidelines, ny
suggestion is that those who are doing the inplenenting are
going to go for zero, because that's the only way they can
be sure they're going to neet either guideline.

Consequently, both those nunbers are the sane in
terms of how they becone inplenented. So we can have al
t he debate about what's the difference and which is nore
conservative and all that, but when it cones to the rea

worl d of inplenentation, they're both the sane. To assure
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neeting them the people who are responsible are going to go

for cleanup and if they can find an atom of neasurabl e
activity, they're going to renove it, and that's what is
happeni ng.

So it's conservatismon the part of those who are
responsi bl e for inplenmenting prograns to be sure that they
nmeet the goals or the guidelines.

MR. CAMERON. Tying that back into what M ke said
and sonme of our previous discussion is that I would inmagine
in ternms of developing a safety goal, that one of the
affected interests obviously is the |icensee community and
guestions of inplenmentation would be grist for the mlIl, so
to speak, wouldn't it, in developing that goal? | ssues
such as that.

Bob, do you have a qui ck coment here?

MR. BERNERO  Just a quick comrent on that
particular thing. Wen you go into the inplenentation of,
say, a soil decontam nation standard, there is a val uable
resource out there, the MARSSI M manual, which was jointly
prepared by DOE, NRC and EPA, and it doesn't really go to
zero, but it does establish that whatever your threshold,
your goal or your criterion is, you can have substanti al

confidence that you're not there, but belowit, and there is
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an inherent conservatismto it, but that is a very

conpl i cated process.

MR. CAMERON. COkay. Wiat | would like to do is
take the remaining cards and see if there's any other
comments on sone of these points and nmake sure that we ask
t he audi ence before we nove on whether there's any coments
out there.

John, let's go to you first? You had your card
up.

MR. FLACK: | guess ny comment is directed to the
| ast two speakers about what we nean by a goal. | always
envision a goal is sonething that you try to achieve, but it
wasn't a requirenent that you had to achieve it.

But what it does even quantitatively, it's not a
nunber where we have to nmeet it with sone confidence, but
it's a nunber that expresses what we expect or try to
achi eve, and we work towards that and that begins to drive
things a certain way.

But it's not a requirenent that you need to be
neet it and woul dn't be unacceptable if you didn't. It's
just that this is sonething we'd like to aspire to.

So in that context, | think at least ny -- that's

how | envi sion devel opnent.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

256
MR. CAMERON. Let nme go to Gary now on that point

or whatever else you wanted to raise.

MR. HOLAHAN. Actually, since | thought you were
going to close out your summary here pretty soon, | wanted
to coomment on the last dot on the first page.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. And that's in the materials
area, safety goals should focus on accidents, particularly
t he i mpact on workers.

MR HOLAHAN:  Yes.

MR. CAMERON. | think this came from Bob yesterday
and | don't know if | captured it correctly. Go ahead,
Gary.

MR, HOLAHAN.  Well, | guess it's the one | didn't
agree with.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay.

MR. HOLAHAN. | think the safety goal should
broadly consider all the categories and all the sources of
risks and all the targets or whatever you wanted to cal
t hem

| think it certainly should include accidents and
workers, but | think just the way it's witten here, it
| ooks like it's calling for a focus or an enphasis on one

over other i ssues.
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| wouldn't think that you'd want to do that.

MR. CAMERON. That's a good point. [1'Il let Bob
talk to that. | characterized it as in terns of being al
inclusive and | don't know if you neant it that way. o
ahead.

MR. BERNERO Yes. Actually, it's a matter of
enphasis or focus. It is theoretically true that off-site
risk to the public as well as worker risk should be
considered. But in the point | was trying to make, in the
majority of material facilities, there is no nechanismto
provi de or to cause significant off-site risk

Note, for instance, the Tokinora accidental
criticality did irradiate people off-site, but it's froman
extrenely small site in a congested area. The point is in
the U S. material facilities and large facilities in
particul ar, the enphasis needs to be on worker risk and it
is showng up in the regulations that worker risks are the
stated objectives, as well as public risk.

| don't deny the public risk, but it's just that
t he enphasi s ends up being on worker risk because of the
risk profile of the NMSS facilities.

MR. CAMERON. | guess that may be a good exanple

of what needs to be considered in developing a goal and it
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ties us back into the perception issue. In the devel opnent
of a goal, you need to | ook -- and perhaps when we go
t hrough category by category, sone of the statenments will be

offered that, for exanple, a facility such as a Japanese
facility, when you |ook at what the risk is off-site, it's
very smal | .

MR. BERNERO But perhaps a better conparison that
| shoul d have used instead of the Japanese facility is in
material facilities regulated under 10 CFR 30 and its
conpani on regul ati ons, where sonetinmes the worker is a
radi ati on worker and there is an RSO radiation safety
of ficer, providing sone kind of oversight and control, and
in other cases, the worker is not, you know, with a gauge,
for instance.

You have a seal ed source in a gauge in sone
i ndustrial process and you are focusing on worker safety
with perhaps a different standard than you woul d have for a
technician in nuclear nedicine, who isn't really a radiation
wor ker .

MR. CAMERON. Let ne ask Gary, from his experience
in ternms of developing a safety goal. W' ve tal ked about in
terms of risk assessnent net hodol ogi es, one of the things

that are identified there, you identify pathways,
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probabilities, et cetera, et cetera.

How is all of that factored into the goal in
relationship to the social values? | nean, howis all that
packaged together, Gary?

MR. HOLAHAN: |'mnot sure | can answer that
guestion, but |I can at |east respond to Bob's coments.

What Bob said is technically correct. | think the risks are
general ly focused around the workers. But | don't think
t hat woul d change the way | would wite the safety goals.

It seens to me the safety goals are witten for
the public or the patient or the worker, for children, for
adults, whatever. Then you may find that, in fact, few, if
any requirenments are needed to protect the public in certain
cases and a |lot of requirenments are needed to protect the
worker. But | still think you start out with a broad set of
goal s, that when you cone down to the |evel of what's
required to neet those goals, you may find that that's where
you have to focus the requirenents and the constraints.

MR. CAMERON. Bob, do you agree with that?

MR. BERNERO Not entirely, because | think that
doesn't recogni ze the fact that the nuclear material is
pl aced within the biosphere, within the public, and it is

not al ways nmanaged with radi ati on workers. It's a very
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prof ound di fference between reactor regulation and materi al

regul ati on.

The material is deliberately placed in the
bi osphere in use, for sonme use, and so you -- yes, indeed,
you do have to have a safety goal for the public and you do
have to have a safety goal for the radiation worker, but you
nmust take into account this blend between a radiati on worker
on a site and soneone working near or around or with a
nucl ear material source of some kind.

| think this can conme out in the fornulation of
saf ety goal s.

MR. CAMERON:. I n the process.

MR. BERNERO.  Yes.

MR CAMERON. Well, what | would like to do is to
go with -- we'll start with Chia Chen and we'll take these
cards and then conme back over to Gary. Then | want to see
i f anybody out there in the audience has a comment. Chia
Chen, go ahead.

MR CHEN: 1'd like to make two comments. First
is about the risk. There is no zero risk and when Gary and
Ray say we have it crossed off, that neans we don't talk
about zero risk, so that's one thing.

Second is in the goal and in order to take care of
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t he hiding value and sonme other thing, |I think after the

general statenent of the goal, maybe at the end, we should
say that this is to ensure that there is no health

i mpairment to the workers, general population, and |ong-term
damage to the environnent.

MR. CAMERON. COkay. Anybody else? Let's go to
Bob Lull.

MR LULL: MW coments are related to the concept
that when we're tal king about dealing with public
perception, we have to realize that the public is defined by
activist groups, like Judith perhaps, they won't accept
anyt hing that increases their risk of cancer, and that's
what we're tal king about.

We're tal king about additional theoretical risk of
cancer fromradiati on exposure that you calculate. You're
setting like a maxi mum You're saying, okay, our goal is
you're going to have no nore than this nuch additional
exposure. Well, there's a sizeable and very vocally active
part of the public that says | don't want to have any
increase to what I'malready facing in life and I don't want
you guys, who are doing this for your profit or because
you're part of this industry group, to increase ny risk of

cancer fromthis radiation, a deadly radiati on exposure.
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| woul d think that perhaps everywhere where we use

the word risk, we add the word -- | know it's redundant, but
we add the word theoretical risk, because this is basically
theoretical. You know, what happens at the kind of

radi ati on exposure levels we're tal king about is

hypot hetical, theoretical, and there is no real good data,
which is why it's so argued. People can say, well, 1| think
it's above linear or below |linear and peopl e argue about
this and there is no real consensus either within the

scientific community or within the regulatory community.

We're using linear extrapol ati ons because that's
safe side and has been used throughout our history and we
buy into that, but that's a hypothesis. That's not
absolutely driven by strong data that's totally convincing.

There are people thinking that hornesis plays a
role. |If that were true, that would have a profound i npact
on everything we're tal king about. So the science that's
going into and evaluating that is getting a better handle on
risk at these levels will be very inportant.

| would think that where we use the word ri sk,
however, to enphasize the fact that it is theoretical, that

we ought to use the termtheoretical risk, just |ike sone of
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the public uses the termdeadly radiation as a |inked

phrase. | think that we cannot enphasi ze that sufficiently,
that we're tal king about hypothetical, theoretical risks in
all of these goals that we're setting and that m ght help
you eventually in a process of educating the public, which
is going to be a long-term very expensive process, but
that's eventually what's going to need to happen if we're
ever going to get beyond this inpasse.

MR. CAMERON. Gary, do you have any thoughts on
what Bob just said?

MR. HOLAHAN. Yes. | agree with sone of the
el enents of his comments, but | don't think they belong in
the safety goal. |If | go back and think about Mke's
comment earlier about changi ng standards and things, | think
you want your safety goal to be a reflection of real safety
and real risks and then at some |ower |evel you say the best
sci ence avail able today says this is the theory or this is
the effect and to deal with that at a | ower |evel

| wouldn't put the word theoretical in ny safety
goal, because | think you're trying to protect real people
fromreal risks. Then at a |ower |evel, you say the best
sci ence we have today says this is how we should do that and

let that evolve with the science, and if there is a better
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don't think it should change your goals.

But

MR. LULL: The point is that when you say real

risks, that at these levels, they aren't real risks.

They're theoretical risks. So it just feeds this whole

t hi ng.

| have one other comment and |

you included patients for safety goals and while,

ci rcunstances, that's true, | think you need to be aware

that the patient is very different fromthe public in any

ot her way and that the benefits and risks are bal anced by

t he nedi cal decisions and that really needs to remain a

medi cal deci si on

MR. CAMERON:. Thank you, Bob.

MR VIRGLIO Just ny sunmary conments on our

264
I

think in terns of

in certain

Let's go to Marty.

di scussion and this section. If | ook across what we wote

down and how we've nodified it today,

strikes nme, taking in the discussion as well,

t he one thing that

is we tend to

be narrowWy focused at this point on the public health and

safety and the worker.

But | | ook across the responsibilities that our

office has in NMSS, and we spoke to thema little bit

yesterday in the seven program areas,

and you can cut

it
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seven ways or four ways, as we did in the Conmm ssion paper,

but we al so have responsibilities for protecting the
envi ronment and we al so have responsibilities for
saf eguards, sabotage, theft and diversion of materials.

| think we need to be broad in our thinking as we
take the next step in this process about all those
responsibilities and an appropriate set of goals that wll
address that full range of activities that we have to dea
with.

MR. CAMERON. Good point. And when we start our
di scussi on of category by category or activity by activity,

let's not |ose sight of those two inportant areas of

interest.

Fel i x?

MR KILLAR | couldn't have said it better than
what Marty said it. 1In fact, | should have introduced this
yesterday and | left it out and so I'mgoing to take the

opportunity to introduce it today.

The NRC, in NUREG 1614, their strategic plan, they
have already defined a strategic goal for nuclear materi al
safety, and that's to prevent radiation-rel ated death and
illness, pronote the common defense of security, protect the

envi ronnment and use of source byproduct and special nuclear
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mat eri al .

They go on to articulate these and say that no
deaths resulting fromacute radiation exposure fromcivilian
use of source byproduct or special nuclear materials or
death from ot her hazard materials used or produced from
licensed nmaterial, go on to say no nore than six events per
year resulting in significant radiation or hazardous
mat eri al exposures fromthe | oss or use of source, special
nucl ear material and byproduct naterial.

Go on, no events resulting in rel ease of
radi oactive material resulting in civilian use of source,
byproducts, special nuclear materials that cause an adverse
i mpact on the environnent.

Then they go on, no loss, thefts or diversions of
former quantities of nuclear material, radiol ogical
sabot age, unaut horized enrichment of special nuclear
mat erial regulated by the NRC. And then the final one is no
unaut hori zed di scl osure or conpronise of classified
i nformati on causing death -- or damage, excuse nme, to
national security -- death, damage.

The NRC has already articulated the safety goals.
They already have it in their strategic plan. So to ne,

what we shoul d be focused on is they've done it, they've
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done the work, how do we inplenent these, unless we have

real problens with these. And fromwhat |'ve seen in the
di scussion the last tw days, these seemto pretty well |ay
out what we've been tal king about.

MR. CAMERON. Let nme ask a very inportant
guestion. Wsat is the -- have, indeed, the safety goals
been set by the Conmission in the strategic plan? Wat's
the relation between the strategic plan and the devel opnent
of safety goals in the materials area? Are we just talking
about inplenmentation? Are we tal king about sub-goals? D d
the strategic plan, if it was | abel ed as devel opnent of
safety goals, would there have been nore interest in terns
of the public -- and I"musing that termbroadly --
participation in the devel opnent of those safety goal s?

What are sone thoughts on that? John, you had
your card up on this.

MR. FLACK: | visualize the strategic plan as
strategic goals. That's why you see zeros. You could neet
t hese strategic goals, but you may not neet your safety
goal s, because safety goals involve probabilities and ri sks,
whi ch you're constantly exposed to.

So you may not, for exanple, have a core nelt, you

may have zero core nelts, and you would say, well, have you
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met your safety goal, you may not have net your safety goa

because the risks that you expose the public to may have
been unaccept abl e, al though you just happen not to have a
core melt.

So I think we have to be careful in defining what
we nmean by strategic goals which are in this plan and safety
goal s which we want to aspire to, which involves exposing
the public to risk, whether or not you have an accident. So
it's nore forward-| ooking.

But | do agree that the inplenentation of those
strategic plans need to be laid out and | believe that's
where we're noving with the risk-informed regul ation
i npl enentation plan, which then defines how these strategic
goal s woul d be reached through sone inplenentation of risk
wi thin the regul atory process.

So those two need to be fit together, but | don't,
at | east myself personally, | don't see that as a safety
goal itself. | see these as strategic goals. These are the
t hings we want to have happen, but safety goals involves
probabilities and risks of exposure, both accidental and
occupati onal .

MR. KILLAR Well, 1've got a real problem

because | don't understand the difference between the two,
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because, to ne, a strategic goal and a safety goal should be

one and the sane and that you certainly recognize that a
goal is a goal and that the probabilities that occur that
you can exceed that goal, you want to mnimze the
possibility of exceeding that goal, but there is a
probability you can exceed that goal

So if you had a strategic goal, that strategic
goal can be the safety goal as well. Just as they indicated
here, no deaths fromacute radiation, that certainly is a
goal, but that can happen. Tokinora is one exanple of where
t hat happened. Certainly that was a goal in Japan as well.

MR. FLACK: | look at one as being a determnistic
goal and one as a probabilistic goal and | think that's
where naybe we're trying to conbine the two into one goal,
and | see themas two different pieces. | don't see them as
one and the sane.

MR. CAMERON. Let ne interrupt this exchange to
per haps ask Joe Murphy, fromthe reactor area, how do you --
how do you address this relationship between safety goal and
the goal set out in the strategic plan? A hypotheti cal
guestion is if we went up to the Comm ssion and said that,
well, we don't need to devel op any safety goals because

i ndeed you have already done that, what would be the
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Conmi ssion reaction to that? Joe?

MR. MJURPHY: | suspect that in the reactor area,
it's a lot easier just because of the timng. The reactor
safety goal has been in existence since '86 and the
strategic plan cane |ater.

The strategic plan has nunbers, it has the sane
sort of nunmbers and zero deaths, but we know that the risk
is not expressed in -- the risk is not zero. But within the
time period that the strategic plan is addressing, which
ties back to the Government Performance and Results Act,
zero is a good nunber, if you want a nunber, but, in fact,
we know the risk is not zero.

| don't know whether that answers the question,
but what | see in the case of NMSS, you do have an advant age
that you have just recently set these strategic plans and
now you have to ask yourself are these the appropriate
safety goals; is your goal really zero or the nunbers.

One advantage in the materials performance goal s
is there are nunbers other than zero. There are nunbers
that have derived fromdata and these may well translate
into goals that you're trying to neet.

| think John nade an inportant point earlier in

the neeting, where he said a safety goal is sonething you
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strive for. It's something that you try to be at, but it is

not what we call a definition of adequate protection. You
can live in an area higher than the safety goals, wthout
regul atory concern, but you will look at it always from an
ALARA st andpoi nt or a cost-benefit standpoint to see does it
make sense to drive the risk |ower.

| think with the reactor end, because the safety
goals cane first, we didn't have that problem but | think
you have a trenmendous leg to build on in the strategic --

t he performance goals, | guess they are, in the materials
area, forgetting the ones that say zero, unless that is
really your goal froma risk standpoint.

But as | go and | ook at the performance goal s,
there are real nunbers that derive fromdata. They seemto
express exactly where you want to be and those nay be
directly conparabl e.

| think you have to take each one one at a tine
and look at it and see where you want to go with it.

MR. CAMERON. Thanks, Joe. Felix, thank you for
raising this issue, because | think it's a real inportant
one to consider as we nove forward.

Let's go to Roy and then we're going to nove down

the line here. Roy?
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MR. BROMN: Kind of a followup to Bob's comments

earlier, and then Bob Lull, also. Bob nentioned that on the
mat erials side, you actually have materials out in the

bi osphere, you're introducing theminto the biosphere, and
that's absolutely correct.

That's where the benefit comes from actually
usi ng these unseal ed sources and injecting theminto
patients.

What becones inportant is the use of barriers and
barriers was di scussed at length in SECY paper 99-062, where
they introduced the concept of barriers and said that the
barriers have to enter into the equation.

In this case, the barriers would be things |ike
packagi ng, the transportation, training of the nuclear
nmedi ci ne technol ogist, all those things need to enter into
the safety equation, too, and those need to be consi dered,
as wel | .

So | think that's very inportant.

Also, | wanted to comrent on sonething Bob Lul
said earlier about risk to the patients, and I want to
absolutely reiterate what Bob was saying. Patient, safety
of the patients is not a concern of the NRC. That's why the

FDA |icenses radi o pharmaceuticals. That's why we have
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boards of nedicine, boards of pharmacy, and it's the

physi cian's discretion of risk versus benefit for the
patient and it's really out of the NRC s jurisdiction.

So | just wanted to anplify that.

MR. CAMERON. And | think, Roy, | would like you
to bring that up when we get to the discussion of the
specific areas, the specific categories. | think that's a
really relevant point in terns of devel opnent of safety goal
in the use of radio isotopes in the nedical area.

Let's go to Norman and then to Jonat han.

MR. EI SENBERG | have what | hope are three quick
points. Wth regard to worker risk in the safety goal don't

whet her or not it should be the focus, first, in the waste

area, | disagree with M. Bernero. | think that there
worker risk is probably not the focus. It's mainly public
risk.

Second, | think in the spirit of the safety goal
it's probably better to set up the goals for all the risk
receptors, if you will, and then if it turns out that sone
ri sks are uninportant, as evidenced by experience or
anal ysis, then so be it. Then you don't have to worry about
t hose things.

| think it may be true that in the facility
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operations or the operating aspects of what NVSS has

oversi ght over, the worker risks probably are the dom nant
risks in terms of the nmagnitude of the risks.

But | think that doesn't nmean that you shoul d have
that influence what the safety goals are, because safety
goals, I think, should be conprehensive.

The third point, regarding this strategic goal
versus safety goal, perhaps one way to look at it is with
regard to the point that | brought up before in terns of
confidence. |If the goal is zero death from exposure to
radi ati on, one could achieve that by merely shutting down
all activities involving radioactive material .

That means that the tolerance for achieving that

goal is very high. Wereas if you state an objective in

terms of a risk goal, it says, well, our goal is no deaths,
but we will accept a certain small probability that that
will occur, and it's useful to state explicitly what that

probability is.
MR. CAMERON. So that the strategic goal is even a
sort of a higher level, idealistic objective, in your m nd.
MR EISENBERG | think it's nore than idealistic
but it's a high level goal and I think the safety goals are

a means to inplenent a program so that you achi eve that
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goal, considering the practicalities of the ability to

i npl enent econom cs and ot her societal factors.

MR CAMERON: Gary.

MR. HOLAHAN. On that |ast point, | agree nore
wi th Joe Murphy's expression of the relationship between
strategic and safety goals. | would consider the safety
goal s higher level, nore general, |long-termgoals, and the
strategic goals are an expression of what you're trying to
achieve this year or in the next five years or sonething
i ke that.

That's why nunbers |i ke zero show up, because, in
fact, you want to achieve zero deaths. But in the |onger
term you recognize that the risks aren't zero.

So maybe this is just terminology, but it seens to
me that the safety goals are the higher |evel goals.

But the other point, | don't think the strategic
goal s, as they are now, can serve the purpose of safety
goal s, because right now, they're only an expression of
NRC s goal s and they haven't been laid out to be tested to
see whether, in fact, they are the public's goals.

| think if you were to go through -- if you wanted
the strategic goals to serve that purpose, then | think you

woul d put themon the table, put them out for workshops,
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public conmments and all those sorts of things, and then

i ncl ude those thoughts into sone revision of the strategic
goal s.

But | suspect that there's still a nore general
expression than what do we expect this year.

MR. CAMERON. Perhaps the strategic goals really
need to be | ooked at in the context in which they were
devel oped rel ative to the Governnent Perfornmance and Results
Act, and perhaps | ooking at a shorter termor a planning
context rather than a | onger termcontext that you woul d get
into when you set a safety goal, and al so renenber Gary's
very inportant point, | think, on process.

It's that | don't know if any one of us would
argue that the devel opnment of the strategic goals, although
there was public input, was the type of process that would
be necessary to set the safety goals, which would be the
public goals, as Gary has terned it.

MR. HOLAHAN. Can | just finish that thought?

MR. CAMERON. Yes, go ahead.

MR. HOLAHAN. | think the strategic goal docunent
m ght very well be a good place to articulate the safety
goal s, because |I don't think you want safety goals in one

docunent, strategic goals in another docunent, wthout a
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cl ear understanding of how they relate to each other.

So | can very well imagine that there is one
docunent that has both of these discussions in themat sone
poi nt .

MR. KILLAR  That was the point I was going to
raise. They're two separate ones, because as a nenber of
the staff, which one do they follow? They say, well, I'm
going to follow this one today and I'mgoing to foll ow that
one tonorrow.

MR. CAMERON. Well, | think that you need to, at
the very mnimum the strategic plan should explain the
rel ati onship between the strategic goals and the strategic
pl an and what ever safety goals were devel oped, and not only
shoul d they both be in there, but the relationship should be
expl ai ned.

| think what Gary and others are saying is that
the strategic goals are not equivalent, at least at this
point, are not equivalent to what we're term ng safety
goal s.

But this whole area of discussion has to be nore
carefully explored, | think, and it's a question of the NRC
undertakes all these various different initiatives and it's

left to sort of later on to connect the dots between them
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| want to get Jonathan on and then | want to ask
anybody in the audi ence whet her they have a comment.
Jonat han, you've waited patiently for a long tinmne.

MR. FORTKAMP:  Throughout this discussion, what
we're doing is constantly noving toward | ower and | ower
standards. It seens |ike everything we're bringing up is
pushing the standards low, and I think it's inportant to
remenber that a lot of the material |icensees, as Dr. Lull
menti oned, very mninmal doses.

| nmean, nmany of these licensees, if you | ook at
just radiation doses to the workers and certainly to the
public fromthose activities, you' re bouncing around
backgr ound.

| think what | would like to see considered in

devel opnment of these safety goals is also the work |icensees

are doing and not to go so lowthat you're inhibiting their
ability to use the nuclear nmaterials for their activities.
Again, | think it's especially inportant when
you' re bounci ng around zero doses to workers and to nenbers
of the public.
MR. CAMERON. Thank you, Jonathan. Andy, fi nal
comment up here.

MR. WALLO  Yes. | wanted to comment, to Dr.
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Lull*s coment, that we're dealing only with exposures in

safety and | think that was adequately addressed, and |
strongly disagree that exposure is the only issue there.
There are many other factors you need to consider in setting
your safety goals.

But the other thing is would agree, although Bob's
comment that, yes, probably, as things now stand, workers
and accidents are nmmjor issues, you can't set a safety goal
centered around t hem because then the response will be,
wel |, the easiest way to protect workers, for instance, is |
coul d di scharge everything in the river and put the burden
on the public.

The integrated safety managenent system which was
one of the approaches you're | ooking at, says | evaluate the
hazards, | identify the hazards, | evaluate the risks, |
take sonme mitigation steps, then | re-evaluate. If indeed
you go through that process with your safety goal and say
|"ve got to mtigate some risks to workers, you do that,
your re-evaluation said, uh-oh, I'mtransferring these risks
to the public, then you have to correct that.

That process has to involve both the public and
t he workers and those ot her things besides exposure. As a

matter of fact, in Norman's coment that waste disposal is
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| argely public, not worker risk, I guess | would say waste
di sposal is largely hypothetical risk.

Even in those instances where waste disposal has
failed drastically, there's not been any cases of real
exposures. The inpact of failed waste disposal objectives
has been cost. W spend a | ot of noney.

So the ultimate issue in waste disposal is
long-termintegrity to mnimze costs to society, and so
that may be another thing, is that you' re not necessarily
el imnating an exposure either of the worker or the public,
but you're designing a facility that will have m ni na
mai nt enance costs for the future and thereby m nim ze the
i npact on society froma cost standpoint.

MR. CAMERON. Thanks, Andy. And we really need to
close this off and get going, so just real quick, Mke, and
we'll et Bob say sonething quickly here.

MR WANGLER: | guess I'mconflicted a little bit
about the definition of goal, and naybe |I'mgetting hung up
on goal. I'msorry, I"'mtrying to use the mc

I"mconflicted a little bit about the use of the
term goal, because |'ve heard several different uses. John
has nmentioned a goal is sonmething you try to achi eve and you

set up your process to constantly evaluate where you are in
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achieving that goal. Once you achieve the goal, then you

have to devel op a new goal because you're there.

On the other hand, Andy just tal ked about the
i ntegrated safety nmanagenent system where you have an
overall goal and you have, | guess, various facilities
trying to achieve that goal, sonme of which can do it with
their system others which take a ot of effort to arrive
where they want to be.

| guess the one thing | wanted to ask Gary about
is | heard Joe say that there's been a reactor safety goal
since '86 and | guess | would like to kind of find out which
definition or how that goal is considered, whether the goa
is an end point or whether it's sonething that's going to be
continually strived for into perpetuity.

MR. HOLAHAN. You're correct. The safety goal was
witten in 1986, but then a |ot of these discussions of
exactly what is the goal and how does it work were conti nued
after that. It was a 1990 expression by the Conm ssion that
the goal is, in fact, sonmething that the Conm ssion w shed
to strive for, and I think it is a continuing thing.

But the idea of striving for it doesn't -- in ny
mnd, it's not a one-sided thing. In other words, when

you're striving for that goal, you may find that you're
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over-achieving it and, therefore, you' re doing too much or

you might find that you' re not doing enough.

So there's sone course correction involved. It
doesn't always nean that |1'd like to be able to do the mle
run faster and faster and faster. |I1t's not that kind of
goal. It's a sort of optimal goal. |If | achieve this |leve
of safety, this is the appropriate level, and if you find
that you' re doing too nuch, then, in fact, perhaps you
shoul d do | ess, because if you' re doing too much with
respect to your goal, you are wasting nbney or you are
di verting resources or you are over-valuing sonmething with
respect to what's proper and you're probably causing sone
nore harmin sone other arena.

But | think that the safety goal is this sort of
sonmething to strive for through your regulatory prograns and
it's an optim zation sort of thing.

MR. CAMERON. Bob, did you want to say sonethi ng?

MR. LULL: Yes, maybe a clarification. As | see
it, the NRC is basically not concerned about expl osions or
aci d exposure or toxins other than radiation. Now, that
will be part of operational goal-setting and strategies,
particularly in terms of the reactor environnment.

But in ternms of what we're tal king about here,
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that's not the appropriate -- because there are other

agencies that control these things. And when you tal k about
radi ati on exposure, you're basically tal king about people's
fear of getting cancer fromgetting exposed to radiation,
whether it be the public, the worker, or even the patient,
exposure of the patient, although that's sonething that's
t aken el sewhere into account.

| don't think anything that |1've heard --
everything boils still down to the potential of soneone
getting that exposure and, therefore, having a risk of
getting cancer, and | know that you disagree and | woul d be
interested in anything that you -- in a safety issue that's

MR WALLO If the issue was just to limt
exposures, for instance, the Comm ssion m ght say, well,
doctors or radiation wrkers, when they' re doing treatnent,
so let's suit themout in lead outfits to nmake sure they
don't get any irradiation. That would be nonsense.

MR. LULL: [I'mnot saying the goal should be zero.
|"msaying that that's the concern

MR. WALLO You can't get down to zero with a | ead
outfit, but you can reduce it.

MR. LULL: Doctors do wear |ead outfits when they
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are exposed.

MR WALLO If it was just exposure that you were
concer ned about --

MR. LULL: They have sufficient |ead, that's why
they do it, because they' re concerned about just the
exposure. What else are they concerned about?

MR. WALLO They're concerned about being able to
treat the patient. They' re not going to suit the doctor.
can nmake a renedial action worker go out in a ful
respirator suit and | get accidents out the kazoo. | do
serious damage to the workers, | get heat exhaustion, |
don't wite a regulation to limt exposure. | wite a
regulation for integrating safety managenent.

MR, LULL: | understand what you're saying. Wat
you're saying is you don't want to interfere with the
functions that people are trying to achieve with the -- |
wasn't addressing the optim zation thing, but what | was
addressing is that the risk that is of concern is the
radi ati on exposure causi ng cancer.

MR. WALLO And the second risk is that to the
environment itself. There is concern that protection of
humans does not protect the environment.

MR, LULL: | understand that.
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MR WALLO So we have standards for environnental

protection, too.

MR, LULL: But that has to do with perhaps

property rights, but also eventually with the fact that sone

human can get exposed to that at some point.

MR, WALLO No, no, it doesn't. It has nothing to

do with human exposure. It has to do with the current
requi renents and maybe the NRC doesn't have this charge, but
| think they do. W, as the Departnent of Energy, have to
be stewards of the natural resource by laws witten by
Congr ess.
So when we wite our regul ations and our
requi renents, we have to nake sure that they address
cul tural resources, natural resources, and the environment.
Now, we don't, hopefully, sacrifice humans for
sonme of these, but on the other hand, there has to be a
bal ancing. W can't take an action that woul d destroy an
ecosystem W can't take an action that would destroy a
nati onal cultural resource.
Qur safety guidelines have to bal ance all those.
MR, LULL: But those are other issues other than
NRC. It's not an NRC issue, per se. NRC s control of

radi ation and radi ation in the environnment.
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MR. WALLOW W have | egislative nmandates that

take us right there in protecting the environment,
particularly in uraniumrecovery issues. There are a broad
range of issues outside of your scope.

MR LULL: I'Il stop, but all those things were
driven by the potential risk to people eventually
interacting with the environnment and while the --

MR. CAMERON: | want to hear a final coment from
Barbara on this.

M5. HAMRICK: | just wanted to say that it's not
driven by exposure to people. W deal with a |Iot of issues
in our branch that are strictly ecol ogical issues, exposure
to plant life, exposure to the desert tortoise, exposure to
different species, and we deal with that. W interact with
Fish and Gane, the U S. Fish and Wldlife.

We're dealing with BLM on sone issues, ecol ogica
exposure on the land. So the concern is not just exposure
to people. There is a lot of effort in the area of
ecol ogi cal exposure.

MR. CAMERON. For exanple, those are social val ues
as expressed in certain statutes, such as endangered
speci es.

Let's nove right into the categories. W had
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asked Bob Bernero to sort of give us the take on five safety

goals. You go ahead and start.

MR. BERNERO Basically, what | was noodling is
the possibility of starting with qualitative statenents of
goal s parsed not only by areas of regulation for NMSS, but
by the aspects of regulation such as chronic exposure,
accident risk, and so on.

And what | didis | just laid out five, with the
possibility of an additional one, in the foll ow ng sequence.
The first one |I chose was waste disposal, and this is al
wast e di sposal, not just the high |l evel waste or |ow | evel
wast e, deconmm ssioning, so forth. | said yesterday what |

think is the obvious safety goal for that, that no one in

future will receive an exposure we wouldn't find acceptable
today. |It's a projected exposure.
And then there still remains a very conpl ex

consi deration of how do you decide that that is adequately
achi eved, because you can't go out and neasure it.

Then one al so needs, in waste disposal, to address
t he nechanics of handling the waste. There are clearly
safety requirenents associated with packagi ng, handling, if
it's shallow I and burial, the opening of trenches and so

forth, and there are aspects of safety, radiation safety,
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ALARA, the quality of operations or safety of operations

t hat people don't get squashed on, industrial safety, and
soneti mes even process safety, because there are waste

i ncinerators, super conpactors, waste processing steps
associated with that.

Those are areas that need a safety goal, |ike
there would be a standard sort of a safety goal, is what is
the goal in radiation protection of a radiation worker, and
then later on, in another category, you would have ALARA or
chroni c exposure to worker, goals that would be for workers
who aren't, quote, radiation worker, unquote.

So the waste disposal would have the two
categories. One is the overall objective of the waste
di sposal and, secondly, what are the internmedi ate goals for
managenent of the process.

The second category | chose was casks or packages,
containers. Typically, often not welded shut. So distinct
from seal ed sources. These are casks or packages for
transport and one has to have a statenent of objective for
chronic exposure. In this case, both for the workers
handling or nonitoring, like dry cask storage, you have
peopl e going out there and | ooking at it, surveying it,

checking the tenperature, making sure that squirrels and
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| eaves haven't cl ogged up the cooling passages.

But you al so have the chronic exposure risk to the
public and that's -- yesterday we heard a | ot of those are
real people at the road side and real estate that
purportedly is deval ued because there's sone radi oactive
mat erial going to go down the pike. And that chronic
exposure to the risk needs explicit -- chronic exposure to
t he public needs sone explicit statenment of objective.

What is the Commission trying to achieve?
Negligible, very ow? One needs sone kind of qualitative
statenent so that an inplenentation can be achieved. |If
you' ve ever worked with the big type packages, the shielding
for casks is such that a potentially significant scenario is
the thing is sitting in a railroad yard and a hobo or
wanderer chooses it as a place to sl eep.

They' re not zero dose casks. So sonme qualitative
obj ective needs to be stated for that.

And t hen acci dent consequence and the acci dent
consequence has to address how robust this package nust be
with respect to whether or not foreseeabl e accidents can
result in a serious |ocal hazard.

In other words, after the accident, you ve got a

real ness and possibly an irretrievable ness. W used to
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specul at e about the scenario on spent fuel shipping casks,

that you pop the lid off when the collision occurred and you
spilled all the spent fuel assenblies onto pavenent,
breaki ng sone of themin the process.

That woul d be very difficult to clean up. That
woul d be a great |ocal hazard, but that's not even cl ose.

To i npl enent satisfactory shipping standards under Part 71,
you aren't even close to sonething |ike that.

And so the accident consequence qualitatively
stated. Part 71 is |loaded with A-2 quantities and
everything like that, how do you anal yze acceptabl e
robust ness, but you need to have a qualitative statenent of
the safety goal for that.

Then a third category is seal ed sources. Here,
the chroni c exposure safety goal is one that very frequently
i nvol ves uncontrol |l ed exposure; that is, outside of the RSO
jurisdiction. 1t often does have RSGs, but you often have
stuff that -- you know, |ike radiographers, there are
chroni c issues.

So you need a qualitative goal for the chronic
exposure and you need an accident goal. Now, 10 CFR 30
sonmething, | can't renenber the citation, but there is, for

seal ed sources, there is a standard of robustness that |
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can't renenber the details of, but it's buried in one of the

10 CFR 30's. It's basically how robust is the seal ed source
| est you have an accident shearing, a spilling or sonething
i ke that.

But what you need for a qualitative safety goal is
what is the objective, how robust, in qualitative ternmns,
shoul d the Comm ssion want to make it.

Along with that, on the seal ed source, the
Comm ssi on should al so have a qualitative objective of the
risk associated with I oss or abandonment. Now, |'m sure
sonme of the people in this roomare aware of the gauges that
occasionally get lost and they end up in scrap and they go
through a snelter of scrap nmetal and the cesium or whatever
it is ends up in the bag house dust.

So you have health consequences or environnent al
contam nation that can result froml oss or abandonnent.

Sonme of you may recall Boyani of Brazil about ten years ago,
where a tel etherapy source was abandoned and sone sal vage
guy got it and broke it open a little girl coated herself
with cesium 137 chloride, and it was horrible. | forget.
think the little girl died and that's an abandoned sour ce.
There are ot her exanples, Cobalt-60 sources have

been | ost, the Mexican table | egs that got picked up here in
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the states. That was about 20 years ago.

So there should be a qualitative statenent of risk
expectation associated with | oss or abandonnent of these
sour ces.

Then | had a potential sub-category. There's a
whol e category of unseal ed sources. Mst of the unseal ed
sources, in ny recollection, are radi o pharnmaceutical s; that
is, in quantity. Those, | think, could be handl ed
separately. But there are a |ot of unseal ed sources that,
for instance, 10 CFR 40.22 has been a nagging regul ation for
a long time because it gives a general license to go get
many, many, many pounds of uranium every year for research
devel opnment and filling sand bags or whatever you're going
to do withit.

And | can't renenber his name, but there was a
radi ol ogi cal vandal who went fromstate to state out in the
west, working on the 40.22 license, and | don't know if he
was ever brought to ground, but it's an unseal ed source and
it's regulated without control.

It's a general license. So there needs to be sone
statenment associated with unseal ed sources and there, too,

t he abandonment .

Now, whether or not you count static elimnators
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as unseal ed sources, you go back "88, | think it was, that

there was a pol onium 210 static elimnator design that was
based on m crospheres or polonium 210 for static
elimnators, but blow air across it, the al pha ionizes the
air.

The only thing wong was the QA system broke down
on the cenment and peopl e were sweepi hg up pol oni um beads al
over the place. So you have -- those were distributed under
general license. You have to have an underlying objective,
which is what risks or what |evel of protection does the
Comm ssi on expect for the use of such sources.

And those are technically unseal ed sources.

MR. KILLAR: Bob, on those unseal ed sources, what
do you do as far as the unseal ed sources that are used for
tracers in environnmental studies and research and things
along that line? Do you include themin this category?

MR. BERNERO  You would go into categories. The
40.22 is the extreme at one end, massive anounts of uranium
At the other end are the tritium carbon-14, and so forth,
where the shear quantity is so small that you get into how
many dead cats you can put in a landfill or something, but

MR. CAMERON. Stop right there, no tal k about dead
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cats. Wat | would like to do, Bob, is get your whol e

t axonony.

MR. BERNERO There are just two nore.

MR. CAMERON. And then see whether it's acceptable
to use this taxonomy for discussion purposes.

MR. BERNERO Two nore categories. Category four
i s nedicine, nuclear nmedicine. That would include therapy
or diagnosis. Chronic exposure for a doctor, worker, but
not the patient, accident exposure and here you get into a
very sticky area of jurisdiction.

The NRC for years has edged over the jurisdiction
into patient safety. The |ndiana-Pennsyl vania incident as
an exanple, and prior to that, the so-called
m sadm ni stration rule, where back in the '80s, the NRC
devel oped and promul gated a rule about if you give the wong
dose, do you have to tell sonebody and what are the controls
on telling sonebody. It's really patient safety and equity.

And so accident or mshap, it would be useful to
have a statenent of that. Once again, |oss or abandonnent
is an aspect in nuclear nedicine, because that does happen.

MR. LULL: Radiation therapy.

MR. BERNERO.  Yes.

MR LULL: It's an inportant distinction between
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nucl ear nedicine and radiation therapy. | don't they should
be | unped.

MR. CAMERON. | don't think we're picking this up
for the transcript. W wll conme back to visit these areas.

MR. BERNERO Then the |l ast category, five, is
| arge process facilities. | amtrying to enbrace here where
a nuclear material is in large quantity and it's being
processed or handled in some way and whether it's a urani um
mll or enrichnment plant or a fuel fabrication plant.

And the qualitative safety goals needed are, once
agai n, the chronic exposure, which is both on-site and
off-site, as Gary noted. Yes, you' ve got to consider that.
And for fissile material facilities, you have a whole
category of nuclear criticality safety goals, both
prevention and the goals for reaction and response.

So it would be a qualitative statenent of the
degree of prevention or avoi dance of accidental criticality
and the degree of reaction or response capability.

MR. CAMERON. |Is that mtigation?

MR. BERNERO Yes. You get into questions of
mtigation in the enmergency. For exanple, Tokinmora kept
goi ng and how do you shut it off.

MR. CAMERON. Ri ght.
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MR. BERNERO And then the other category which is

true for all of themis process safety. Process safety is

t he usual code word for chem cal safety or steam other
hazar dous aspects of the process, and that, too, has what
degree of prevention and what degree of reaction or response
i s appropriate.

And with the chemical involved in some facilities,
you coul d have very significant off-site response.

MR. CAMERON: Is this another one that is a
jurisdictional issue?

MR. BERNERO Yes. This is the one where you
really have a jurisdictional question, that's right.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Thanks, Bob, for the effort
put into developing that. | don't think everybody
necessarily agrees with all parts of it, obviously, but I
woul d ask the group, for purposes of discussion, and
obviously we're going to have to do this on sort of a higher
level in ternms of our tinme.

For purposes of discussion, does anybody have a
probl em wi th using Bob's taxonony, as I'mcalling it, as at
| east a strawman to try to discuss these various issues? It
doesn't nean that this is the way you would agree to

breaki ng these out or that qualitative goals for each of the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

297
t hings that Bob nmentioned, that you would agree with that.

But at |east for discussion purposes, we could
nmove through this. It gives us a useful discussion fornmat,
| think. Barbara, you had your card up

M5. HAMRICK: It was up froma long tine ago.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. But not on this.

MS. HAMRI CK:  No.

MR. CAMERON. Does anybody have a problemw th
usi ng Bob's taxonony? And |let ne ask Marty and John and
Stacy in terns of fromthe NRC perspective, is it okay to go
with this?

MR VIRALIO Yes. | would have no problemwth
approaching it fromthis. Wuat I'mstruggling with nowis
are we in the goals or the inplenenting details. But I
think if we approach it froma bottomup point of view,
recogni zing that what we mght wind up with is a goal that
enbraces or over-arches these areas, | think it's a good way
to start. It's a very logical way to approach this.

MR, CAMERON. |If you did it -- frombottomup, you
mean if you did it area by area, when you got through that
exercise, you mght find out that sone of those were
over ar chi ng.

MR VIRGLIGO O we may wind up with overarching
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goals. Yes. W may wind up with overarching goals that

woul d enconpass those areas, but | think it's a systematic
way to approach the areas we need to address.

MR. CAMERON. And, Stacy, | gather that was your
-- you had basically the sane coment on that that Marty
di d?

M5. ROSENBERG MW comment was that we seemto be getting

into how to devel op the safety goals and | thought what we
wanted to do here was to tal k about the process of how we

were going to devel op the safety goals and how much public
input it was going to --

MR. CAMERON. That's the discussion right after
this. 1t's the process. But | think that obviously we're
not going to -- this is not the process to develop the
safety goal, but | think you want to at | east have a start
on a discussion of that. | think we need to cone back for
our final discussion as to what the process is going to be.

But | think you do want to get sone input on sone
di scussi on about some of the factors that would be
considered in each of these areas in terns of how you m ght
fashion a safety goal

But you're absolutely right, the process is

extrenely inmportant, process for noving forward from where
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we are today. W're going to deal with that in the next

t opi c.

John?

MR. FLACK: | think the breakdown is pretty nuch
consistent with 99-100, except it does break out nedical as
a separate category.

The only question | have is the worker risk with
respect to non-nucl ear type accidents at process facilities
and what will that nmean with reactors, since we don't | ook
at public worker risk at nuclear power plants today.

So are we setting a new goal for that arena, as
well? | guess that's the question.

MR. CAMERON. When we get to that fifth category,
let's hit that issue. Wlat | really would like to be sure
on nowis that we can -- let's proceed to tal k about these
categories and anything that you m ght want to tal k about in
terms of what qualitative goals are needed, what the
feasibility is. | think let's get sone of these ideas out
now and at least it's going to be a foundation for
proceeding in the future.

The question is, it's alnost 10:30. Do you want
to take a break now before we begin? W're going to try and

get Norman on for a little bit. W need to tal k about
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process, as Stacy pointed out, and I want to get sort of a

sumi ng up

So we don't have a whole lot of tine, because we
need to adjourn at noon. So we're going to try to nove fast
and at a high level. Take a break till quarter to, Marty?

MR VIRGLIO Sure.

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. Be back at 10:45.

[ Recess. |

MR. CAMERON. One of the inportant issue for the
NRC that we definitely need to deal with before we adjourn
i s what process should the NRC use to continue this | ook at
t he devel opnment of a safety goal. W also tal ked about
process yesterday in ternms of selecting areas that could be,
qguot e, risk-informed, unguote.

We had a nunber of suggestions and Bob was tal king
about an approach, case studies. Wen we get to process,
|"mgoing to ask Gary and Joe if they want to chinme in about
are there any | essons | earned from devel opment of the
reactor safety goal that we should consider in using in
process and we've already heard a | ot of discussion about
how t hat process m ght work and the inportance of involving
all of the affected interests.

One part of process is who you involved. Another
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part of process is what's going to be your agenda for the

next process involvenent. That relates to Bob Bernero's
proposed taxonomy. It may be that a next workshop could
start off and devote a day and a half to discussion of this
t axonony and issues init.

It would be the beginning of starting to develop a
safety goal, but these are sone of the issues connected to
process. And Chia Chen suggested, for exanple, an external
advisory commttee. There's a whole bunch of things to
consi der.

But we need to have that discussion. But this has
been a very educational experience, | think, for people
around the table in terns of what we're dealing with here.
We obviously don't have tine to really do nuch in terns of
di scussing this taxonomny.

So | guess what | would like to do or suggest is
that we mght want to just briefly go through each area and
get sonme thoughts on the table about what types of goals are
needed, Bob |laid sone of those out, any issues of
feasibility, et cetera, et cetera, and then go to process.

|"mgoing to ask, before we get into this,

Bar bara, do you have sonething that you want to offer here?

M5. HAMRICK: Yes. Just kind of as a preface.
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Bef ore you get to process and before you get to goals, there

really needs to be sonme kind of consideration as to how nuch
val ue there is to having national values versus |oca

val ues, and the process would be totally driven by -- |

mean, if |ocal values were going to drive it, the process is
going to be conpletely different than if an national val ue
is going to drive it, and I'mnot sure that it's this -- |I'm
not -- that can even be decided. That seens nore like a

| egi sl ative function, that decision.

MR. CAMERON: Whuldn't that be a -- if | was
t hi nki ng about how to lay this process design out, | would
think that one of the integral parts of having this next
di scussion on these areas is how national -- how the micro
climates, so to speak, and the macro social policy, how
those things -- | think that that needs to be thrashed out
in ternms of discussing these.

At this stage in time, we' ve raised the issue that
that needs to be discussed. The next step would be -- and
there may be, as Marty suggested, the national materials
program wor ki ng group al so takes a crack at this. There may
be different venues to address that issue, but | wouldn't
imgine that if all of you got together and naybe a

di fferent group of people or whatever, that if you got
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together to tal k about safety goals in these areas, that |

can't imagine that the issue that you' re raising wouldn't
have to be an inportant part of these discussions.

That's nmy take on it.

M5. HAMRICK: | guess ny inpression was kind of as
we were di scussing process, noving in sort of a -- you know,
this would be -- it just seened nore global to nme and if

you're going to go in the direction of giving value to | ocal
soci al values, then it just doesn't seemlike it would work
in this forum

| can't forrmulate this thought on this right now,
but I do see a little bit of a problem As |long as we just
keep that in mnd and keep integrating that into the thought
process.

MR. CAMERON: | think we have to renenber that
this is a-- w're doing this increnentally and we're
identifying issues now that have to be considered and then
we're going to be |looking at what's the best process design
totry to reach closure on those issues.

| think that your point has been underscored about
the need to do that.

Bob?

MR. BERNERO | feel conpelled to clarify the
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t axonony presented. The process we're trying to illum nate

with this workshop and this activity and the SECY paper is
the use of risk information in regulating the use of nuclear
materials. That's the generic process.

| made a recommendation yesterday that one needs
to get into the different areas of such regulation with case
studies or sonething |like a case study as exanples to
illumnate the method of applying the criteria that were
proposed and so forth to the use of risk information in
regul ati ng.

This safety goal statenent, qualitative statenent
woul d be an integral part of each case study and it would
illumnate, for instance, transportation casks, one has to
face, whether or not you would have a standard off-route
exposure or a local right on that.

But it's got to be part of the case study. |
really think it would be fatal or certainly I didn't propose
it that way, that this taxonony, by itself, is the subject
of let's devel op safety goals, because | would reconmend
that if you want to devel op safety goals, you do it in a
case study, and that's where it should be done.

MR. CAMERON. | think that -- and you know, Marty

or Stacy, John, anplify on this, is that the NRC went into
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this workshop with -- to address two issues, and | think

t hat your suggestion would nicely tie themtogether, which
is what should we -- which regulatory applications should we
try to use to apply risk information, risk assessnent

nmet hodol ogi es to.

The second thing was do we need safety goals, can
we devel op safety goals for the materials program It may
be, and this is another process question, it may be that the
next time we come back is to try to conbine those through
the use of case studies in the specific areas. | don't
know. | nean, | don't know what the best way is to do that.

But, Marty, we really had two separate, but
perhaps -- well, obviously related topics on the agenda,
right?

MR VIRALIGO Right. And we have -- | could see
some nerit in Bob's suggestion of tying these two together,
but then we may -- well, going into it, | think we nust
recogni ze, though, that we may find a case where -- or an
area where a safety goal m ght be appropriate, but yet given
the nature of what we're regulating, that an increased use
of risk information in ternms of risk analysis and risk
managenent net hods may not be necessary or warranted as a

result of testing it against the three criteria that we
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exposed and nodi fied through the di scussions of the neeting.

But it's an approach.

MR. BERNERO What |'m saying, Chip, is the
gqualitative objectives are an integral part of evaluating
cases to say this is how we go about using risk information
and in this case, there is enough to say yes, it's a good
i dea; in another case, there isn't enough information to
make a judgnent, or in a third case, there m ght be enough
information to say it's a bad idea.

But you would illum nate the application or use of
risk information in regulating materials. That's what
you're after. And then a secondary benefit, if you choose
in one or nore areas to pursue a general safety goal or a
nore specific inplenentation standard, fine. But you don't
have to.

The thing here is how do you use risk information
in regul ation.

MR. CAMERON. | think the key is you don't have to
do that safety goal discussion, although | think the staff
was al so separately interested in noving forward to see if
safety goals were feasible in this area. It may be, and
this gets us back to the point we tal ked about yesterday,

about the rel ationship between the tools or application of
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the tools and the goals.

Bob, what you're suggesting, | think, is that,
well, let's go in and apply the tools to see where vari ous
areas could be made nore risk-informed and that the
conclusions of that application may identify areas that may
be nore anenable to the devel opnent or where the devel opnent
of a safety goal is necessary or isn't that necessarily tied
t oget her.

MR. BERNERO | think in sonme areas you're going
to denonstrate that you already have a quantitative safety
goal. If you go to the high I evel waste arena and the
statenent of regulatory objective, no person in future wll
suffer, if you go to that qualitatively, to inplenent that,
it's called 10 CFR Part 63. So you already have it.

You regul ate to a safety goal in waste disposal
That's a fact. That's a fundamental difference between
wast e managenent and reactors. You regulate to the safety
goal .

MR. CAMERON. So going to your area one, waste
di sposal, and you tal ked about overall goal, no future
exposure, that we wouldn't find --

MR. BERNERO Yes. That we woul dn't accept today.

MR. CAMERON. But what you're saying now is that
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we -- or what | hear you saying is that we already have a

safety goal in the high level waste area and that we woul d
not need to spend tinme going through a process to develop a
safety goal in the waste disposal, high | evel waste disposa
ar ea.

MR. BERNERO No. Wat |I'msaying is the
Comm ssion, to nmy belief, does not have a qualitative
statenent of objective in the high |level waste area, but it
has an enornously conpl ex and controversial inplenentation
pl an, called 10 CFR Part 63.

If you go into the area of high | evel waste,
you're automatically into that, high | evel waste or |ow
| evel waste or decommi ssioni ng waste residues, handling
t hose, you automatically get into that idea.

But performance assessnent is the neasure of
satisfaction of the objective.

MR. CAMERON. Al though we don't -- one of the
things that a bunch of discussed as we were doi ng agenda
planning for this is to take a | ook at what the existing
regul atory franmework and the phil osophy that may be
expressed in there, what are the inplications of that
exi sting regulatory franmework for the devel opnent, the need

to develop or the feasibility of devel oping a safety goal
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Your exanple of Part 63 is probably a good exanpl e

of what we were thinking about there, but | just was
confused about whether you were saying we al ready had a
safety goal there.

MR. BERNERO  Well, you' ve got the inplenentation
standard for a safety goal. The Comm ssion doesn't have the
overt qualitative statenent of objective. Part 61 is also.

Andy' s got a whol e bunch of nethods for conposite
wast e di sposal performance assessnent. At DOE sites, you've
got a tank here and a buried crib there and whatever, and
you have to take themall into account.

MR. CAMERON. But isn't it possible, though, that
-- take the high level waste disposal area. W go to
devel op a safety goal for high | evel waste disposal and as
peopl e who have expressly stated or at |east inplied, that
the process for devel oping that goal would have to be pretty
inclusive in terns of the involvenent of the various
affected interests and the public in the devel opnment of that
goal .

Coul d you indeed conme up with a goal that would be
i nconsistent with the existing regulatory framework in Part
63? | nean, | would think that that would be a possibility.

O herwi se, why the hell are we -- what are we doing? Does
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t hat make any sense?

MR. BERNERO Again, what is the objective of Part
63? Part 63 is very simlar in structure or content to a
reactor safety goal, except that it is used in direct
satisfaction, in direct regulation conpliance, and it's the
-- all 1'"msuggesting is the statenent of objective would
illumnate that.

It's inplicit. It's inplicit and where it bel ongs
is in the statenment of considerations.

MR. CAMERON. So what you're saying is that we've
already -- we have inplicitly considered the social val ues
and they are reflected in the existing regulatory franmeworKk.

MR. BERNERO And there has been anpl e debate
about whether a cal culation at 10,000 years can satisfy the
societal obligation versus a calculation at 100,000 years or
forever, so on

MR. CAMERON. Let's continue this sort of hybrid
di scussi on of process and what the existing regulatory
framework is in these particular areas. Go ahead, Jonat han.

MR. FORTKAMP: If that's true what you're saying,
then this whole neeting is pointless, because what you're
saying is that the regulation is already risk-inforned.

VWhat we need to do and | think the intention of
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this is to take a step back fromwhat's already in place,

re-evaluate it froma risk-informed basis, and it may cone
out that the regulations don't address sonme of the
ri sk-informed conclusions that we will find.

MR. CAMERON. One clarification there. | mght --
you know, people around the table m ght agree with your
conclusion, but I don't know if people would agree that just
because the regulation is risk-inforned, that there is a
safety goal connected with it. | nean, | may be wong about
this, but | keep seeing this distinction and, Norman, you
may want to chime in on this, Gary, there is a difference
between risk-informng a particular area of regul ation and
having a safety goal for it.

Marty, do you want to add anything on that?

MR VIRALIG | think maybe Part 63 nmay not be
the best exanple to illum nate what we're trying to discuss
here, because it is a risk-inforned rule. But | think what
we need to step back and | ook at, and Felix raised the issue
earlier, there is a hierarchy of existing statenents on the
part of the Comm ssion. W have strategic goals, we have
per formance goals, we have regul ati ons.

Through case studies, | think we can step back and

say do we have the right goal, have we stated it correctly,
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do we have the subsidiary nunerical objectives or do we need

them |ike they have in the reactor side for -- in terns of
cancer ri sk.

Because we have, then, at the next |evel down,
sonme pretty explicit requirenments with regard to dose and do
we have the right -- do we have the right hierarchy and have
we identified all the right elements. | think case studies
can take us down that path, systematically |ooking in areas,
if you take the five areas that Bob has laid out, is one way
to approach this froma process standpoint.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Let's get sone other people
on the record here. Andy, and then we'll go to Barbara, and
t hen John Fl ack.

MR. WALLO A couple of things. As you're | ooking
at waste disposal, and I'mnot sure you want to go back and
revisit the high level waste, as | said, you go through a
risk-informed |icensing process rather than a risk-inforned
regul ati on.

But | strongly disagree with Bob's statenent of an
obj ective for waste managenent. | think that's a
m sstatenent that we see a lot of tinmes, as a matter of
fact, even in the international conmunity, that no future

menber of the public will be exposed to anything greater
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t han we expect for ourselves or we don't guarantee that with

per f ormance assessnents.

And rather than take a half-hour to discuss this, because
this is a long issue, | would suggest one of the things is
to take a | ook at the MAPA inter-generational study that was
publ i shed a few years ago and tal k about how we need to deal
wi th future generations.

The key is here that we take steps for long-term
stability. | nean, if we were going to neet that goal, we
shoul d dilute our waste and just get rid of it, just dunp it
out. We decided to isolate. W want to avoid catastrophic
irreversible events. W want to mnimze the costs to
future generations. W want long-termstability. That's
what we work toward. W can't guarantee that nobody in the
future will be exposed to higher |evels.

So I would suggest that we | ook at that goal carefully and |
just would reference the MAPA inter-generational study.

MR. CAMERON:. And this is a good -- we're using
this perhaps to give exanples of future processes. Wat you
just said there, besides the substantive point itself, is
that if the NRC wanted to do the next step, further explore
the feasibility of safety goals in particular areas, that

points |ike Andy's, points |ike Bob's would be issues that
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woul d conme up in the discussion of whether you wanted to

have, whet her you needed to have a safety goal there, and
what that safety goal would be.

That's the type of thing that | would innagine
bei ng di scussed in whatever this further process is.

Bar bar a?

M5. HAMRICK: | agree. | would see a lot nore
di scussion. For one thing, just going to the prinmary val ue,
as we discussed earlier, on human exposure, there are other
soci al values that need to be factored in and this -- |
don't want to harp on it, but I amfrom California.

There is a |l ot of enphasis there on ecol ogi cal
ri sks, on property damage, which it was expressly stated it
shoul d be sonet hing that should be considered, and | guess |
don't see that any of that has al ready been sort of weighed
and bal anced in a public forumyet.

So to say that there already is a safety goal
there may be one, but is that the value that is going to
wor k for everybody everywhere, and | think that part of it
needs to be explored a | ot nore.

MR. CAMERON. John, and then we'll go to Chia
Chen.

MR. FLACK: What is it we nean by regul atory
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requi renents and goal s? | nean, regulatory requirenents

cause people to do certain things to neet the law. That's
what they're required to do. But safety goal is a
stand-back to say are we noving in the right direction based
on risk. This is different.

This is not a requirenent. This is what are we
trying to achieve with respect to exposing the population to
risk. In that light, it's sonething that you aspire to.

You may be over-regulating, as well as under-regulating, |
don't know. The case studies will be good to bear that out,
but unless the case study is |linked to the risk that is
bei ng exposed to the popul ati on and how nuch risk is the
popul ati on undergoing fromdifferent areas and putting that
i n perspective, then you can draw the conclusion as to

whet her the regulation is doing what we expect it to do or
maybe it's doing nore than it's supposed to be doing and

maybe we shoul d back off.

But it doesn't -- | nean, the regulations, as
they're witten today, aren't goals. | don't see these as
goals. | see these as requirenents.

Now, whet her we're achieving our goal and what the
goal really is still needs to be articulated, and | think

that's the next step. That's where we want to go. At |east
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that's the way | see it. | don't know

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Thanks, John. Let's go to
Dr. Chen and then over to Nornman

MR. CHEN: If you tal k about the process, | think
this has to be a open process. In the risk-inforned
regulation, | think we have two parts here. This two days,
we only talk about the first part, and that's the safety
goal. Now the next part is about the regul atory requirenent
and that's in the inplenentation.

| woul d suggest that the NRC to wite up what we
have tal ked about these two days and put in the Federal
Regi ster and solicit public comment, and I don't know
whether it's necessary or not, that depends on the NRC to
determ ne whether they need to have a public neeting or not.

And then later you have a final wite the safety
goal in the Federal Register. And then the second part is
this, how are you going to deal with this. | think now we
have five groups and | think fromwhat | have heard, you do
case studies. So you have a case study on each group and |
think in the process, you have the risk there and you have
all the factors, all the regulation and also you -- | think
you take care of those accident exposure, and | think this

al so you have an open process and then you go to each one.
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MR. CAMERON. Ckay.

MR. CHEN. But the sense is this. You have to
have an open process and get the people involved. So we
don't have a -- what | have heard yesterday about a

suspi cion and any ot her thing.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you, Dr. Chen. | think
everybody woul d agree that we need an open process. |I'm
going to ask, before | go to Norman, |I'mgoing to ask Ray
Johnson, who does, | think, need to | eave in a few m nutes.

Ray, what woul d you reconmendations be to the NRC
in ternms of what's the next step in this process for
ri sk-informed regul ati on and/ or devel opnent of safety goal s?
What woul d you recommend to us? Should there be further
wor kshops, what agenda itens?

MR. JOHNSON: What | think would be hel pful, and I
think a lot of work has already been done, and | had raised
this as a question yesterday, which is do we know what the
risks are for different applications of nuclear materials in
order that we can actually informworkers or the public
about those risks.

My question was raised in this regard that as a
concern for those who are inplenmenting regul atory

requi renents, which I've nentioned and ot hers have that they
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are becom ng or have becone quite prescriptive, the question

arises on prescriptive requirenents as to what is the risk
associated with those requirenents.

I n other words, why are we doi ng sone of the
things that we're doing, this is a question that | get asked
all the tinme, why are we doing this.

I'"d like to be able to say because here is the
connection with risk that we're averting by this action, and
| can't do that now. There are things that we're doing that
| can't clearly identify the risk basis. So ny interest is
can we establish what the risks are for different activities
i nvol ving nuclear materials as a basis for informng workers
and the public, and relating that to the current
requi renents for inplenmenting regulatory prograns, such that
we can identify the risk basis.

MR. CAMERON: So you woul d suggest that the NRC,
at least initially, would go off by itself perhaps and apply
sonme of these risk assessnent nethodol ogies to determ ne
what the actual risk was and then perhaps propose changes to
its regul ati ons based on that.

MR JOHNSON: Well, | think so. Yesterday, | was
aski ng sonme questions of Marty here on the -- Scientech has

done a study on risks fromvarious systens or categories of
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use of radioactive materials, nuclear materials, and what

has becone of the output of that study.

What |'ve heard is that already sone of the out put
of that has factored into priorities for regulatory
i nspections. So that in other words, risk information
al ready apparently is being used, but I don't know that that
information is widely avail able or appreciated or
under st ood.

MR. CAMERON: Marty?

MR VIRALIGO | just wanted to nmake sure the
record is straight on that. Wat we have now is published
that study. There's a Comm ssion paper associated with it
and, unfortunately, | don't renmenber the nunber, offhand.

One of the things that it's telling us, one of the
insights you get fromthat is that the priorities that we
have established for some of the materials inspections m ght
not be the right priorities, but we haven't initiated any
changes yet. W're still exploring that further.

One of the things that we're going to be exploring
wi th the ACNW ACRS next week, when we have the workshop with
them is where do we go with this study. There's a |ot of,
| think, information, good information included in that

study. There are a lot of areas it has identified, | think,
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where we have uncertainties, where maybe additional study

woul d be hel pful to make decisions, and | think there are
areas where we coul d nake sone deci sions based on the
results of the study that we have.

But | think it's to cone and further discussion
wi Il be held next week.

MR. CAMERON: That SECY nunber is 00-0048, nucl ear
byproduct material risk review

MR VIRGLIG Thank you, Chip.

MR. CAMERON. And it's about 3,000 pages, or if we
want to do it in pounds, it's, | think, about 15 pounds.

MR. FLACK: Chip, just for the record, that's
NUREG CR 6642, if you just want to get the NUREG on that.

MR. CAMERON. That's the underlying Scientech
study. The SECY paper was 00, as in the year 2000, 0048.

| want to get Norman on and then | want to ask
Gary if he has any recommendations fromthe experiences of
the reactor people in ternms of -- and what he's heard today
and yesterday in ternms of what process the NRC might use in
nmovi ng forward on one or both of these issues, these issues
being how to further use risk information in various
regul atory areas, what safety goals to devel op

Then | want to get ideas fromall of you around
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the table on that sane issue.

Nor man?

MR. EI SENBERG M prenmise, and | believe it's the
prem se in SECY 99-100, is that the reactor approach to
safety goals is not -- cannot be duplicated in the materials
area. You have a mxed bag in the materials area. In sone
cases, the regulations are very prescriptive and have very
little risk insights incorporated into them and in other
cases, as M. Bernero has pointed out in the high |evel
waste area, conpliance is denponstrated with a risk
assessnent, with a perfornmance assessnent.

Wel |, when you have that situation, you have --
agree with Bernero -- you have articul ated what the safety
goal is for that particular area of regulation. So because
there is a mxed bag, | don't think you can generalize one
way or the other that you need to set themup or that you
can derive themfromthe regul ati ons.

| think some regul ati ons and rmaybe acci dent or
risk fromseal ed sources m ght be a good exanple, | don't
think there is a statenent of a safety goal for what |eve
of risk is tolerable in that particul ar area.

But in the waste business, | think you' re there

al ready. You have articulated the overall objective for the
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regul ation, as well as the specific quantitative safety goal

in the regul ation.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Thank you on that, Norman.
Bob, do you want to conmment on that, on the | arger issue?

MR. BERNERO | would Iike to corment on that and
also to Andy. The essence of the problem in ny view, is
that the 10 CFR 63, the perfornmance assessnment is setting
terms of conpliance in a fashion that is not consistent with
the qualitative statenent of the safety goal that | suggest.
And it ties into a -- | believe Andy used the word
denonstrating.

Peopl e sonetines say proving even. That is the
difficulty. The objective is or goal is that no one in
future will receive. Recognizing what the MAPA study did is
the strategy for nmanaging waste is to contain it and not to
dissipate it and then one needs a reference to say to what
extent should it be isolated and it's that statenent of
extent that | regularly encounter in discussions of Part 63,
and | heard this not |long ago, that the NRC s interpretation
of Part 63 and the explicit use of terns is that for
pur poses of hearing litigation, it must be denonstrated that
the exposure is less than 25 millirema year to the average

menber of the critical population group in the Amergosa
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Val | ey.

It has all the strong flavor of proving. It is
not a risk assessnment. It's a conpliance assessnent, and
that's the curse. The curse in regulating to a safety goal
is when you go to a future risk assessnent and convert into
a conpliance assessnent.

" m confident that not now and not ten years from
now, if I'mstill here, will | see clear denonstration that

Yucca Mountai n has exposure nean val ue | ess than whet her 25

mllirema year or 15 millirema year or four mllirema
year. That's really not the crucial thing. It's proof.
There is no proof and there won't be proof. It is a risk
assessnent .

And what is lacking is a statement of qualitative
objective, what is the regulatory strategy and objecti ve,
and then is there roomfor quantitative denonstration or
i npl enentation of that and it's already a foregone
conclusion that in waste nanagenment you will have it.

You have it in Part 61, you have it for
decomm ssi oni ng, and you have all the bells and whistles of
how do you denonstrate that.

And that's the crucial thing, it's a risk

assessnment that | think is converted into a conpliance
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assessnment and it guarantees that you won't exceed a

i censable value. To ne, societally, that is foolish.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks for that clarification, Bob,
on the high |l evel waste area. 1'mgoing to ask Gary if he
has any thoughts for Marty and John, at |east for the next
week, and Stacy, for how to nove forward in ternms of putting
a finer point on the issues that we' ve been discussing for
the last day and a hal f.

MR. HOLAHAN. | do have a few recommendati ons. M
first recormendation is don't nake recommendati ons w t hout
t hi nki ng about themfor a while. But I'mgoing to violate
that first recomrendati on by giving you ny instant analysis.

My recomrendati on woul d be to pursue risk-infornmed
regul ation and safety goals in parallel and not to do one
first and then the other, because | think they both take a
long tine and you | earn sonmething by what | would say is the
anal ytical approach.

In other words, do the risk analysis and see how
wel | those risks are dealt with in your regul ations and al so
be nore phil osophi cal and see whet her your val ues are being
wel | served by those requirenents.

| would do them both in the hope that ultimtely

they will converge in sonme way, but maybe in a way that you
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can't quite see it at the nonent.

Process-w se, | would suggest that you start out
by taking the results of this workshop, summarizi ng them
letting the Comm ssion know what's going on, putting the
transcri pt and ot her thoughts fromthis nmeeting out for
coment .

| think it's the staff's obligation to nove the
i ssue forward and I would say to draw sone concl usions from
the neeting. One of the conclusions | would drawis that it
is wrthwhile to pursue the issue of devel oping safety
goal s, that we probably don't need a single safety goal, but
maybe a series of those; to suggest that thought as part of
putting the transcript and the neeting notes out for conment
to see whet her people react well to that or will they think
that fact is not reflective of what was going on, or people
who weren't here can add their thoughts, under the
presunption that there would be sone positive reaction to
t hat .

| would think you would want to set up naybe a
series of workshops and neetings, because | think these
i ssues are just too difficult to deal with in a day and a
hal f .

| think there are different stakehol ders bet ween
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hi gh | evel waste and nedi cal applications, that it would be

hel pful to take the categories. And Bob's categories are as
good as any to start and | also agree with Marty that
eventually you may find out that there are enough
commonal ti es that they converge at sonme point or that they
have to split off and that you end up with six instead of
four or five, whatever. But starting with those categories
are as good as any.

| would do those with the goal of witing down a
first draft of a safety goal in each of those areas and then
floating that out for public coment, and end up goi ng
t hrough that process with a recognition that it m ght take
you years.

| wote down five years, but you can say -- pick
any nunber you want. | think it would take you years to
devel op a coherent set of thoughts or hopefully sone
consensus on those issues.

And then ultimtely, when you have sonething that
you think reflects your safety goals, | would put themin
the strategic docunent in a nore general section or an
introductory sort of section that explains in general terns
what it is you're trying to achieve, why the strategic goals

are what they are, and how you intend to have your
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regul ati ons and other regul atory prograns neasured agai nst

t hose objectives, and then what sort of programyou have for
doi ng corrective actions.

In other words, you're doing this process because
you want better regul ations, better regulatory prograns. So
you need to be prepared to change your progranms to better
nmeet your objectives.

It seens to nme that the second reason you're doing
all of this is to explain to people better why your prograns
are what they are and what they're trying to achieve. So
you' ve got to wite themdown in sone place where people can
read them and hopefully agree with you, but even if they
don't agree with you, at |east they have a better
under st andi ng of what you're trying to achieve.

| would tell the Comm ssion that the staff thinks
this is a reasonable thing to do and nake sure the
Conmi ssion wants it done.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you, Gary. That sounds |ike
-- let me ask and get the reactions of other people to that.
Just one clarification. This series of workshops woul d be
-- it could be done increnentally. You could revisit the
subj ect generally with all of the various categories.

You coul d do breakout groups perhaps by category,
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if you want. You could continue, you would need to, and

Gary is really enphasizing a | ong-term process here, where
you mi ght do one workshop that had sone breakout sessions,
but overall consideration.

Then you m ght do workshops category by category,
different sets of people involved. That's within your
contenpl ation, | guess, right?

MR HOLAHAN: Yes. As a matter of fact, | would
suggest you pick the easiest topic for which you can achi eve
t he nost success quickly to convince people that this is
actually a worthwhile thing to do, it's sonething easy.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you. 1'mgoing to go to Chia
Chen and Dr. Lull. Let me ask Barbara for her take on what
Gary suggested, and let nme ask Felix for his take. Barbara?

M5. HAMRICK: | guess, once again, | can see, in
the series of workshops, that not only m ght you want to
divide it up by category, but you would want to be sure to
spread yourself around the country and get the |ocal input
and get the feeling of what's inportant to people, because
it seens like we're still all tal king about one val ue here
and | have the concern, just in general, that that val ue
needs to be expressly stated.

If NRC s ultimte safety goal is just to | ook at
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human exposure, then sonewhere that needs to be -- just cone

right out and say that, because that is not the sole val ue
for all the stakehol ders, in my opinion.

So | would just say that geographically, those
wor kshops really need to be spread out.

MR. CAMERON. That's an excellent, appears to be
an excell ent suggestion, and it just highlights, | think,
sonmething that I"'minferring fromwhat Gary said, is that
this is going to be a long and i nvol ved process and that one
of the things in ternms of next steps for the staff is to
perhaps informthe Comm ssion of their plans and that this
m ght be a |l ong, involved process.

Because if you're going to do the series of
wor kshops and then you factor in the regionality aspect,
which I think is good, then it is going to be |ater rather
t han sooner. Felix?

MR. KILLAR | certainly don't have any probl em
with what Gary suggested. | think the biggest issue that |
see frommnmy nenbers and stuff and talking to them about this
wor kshop is that they're | ooking for nore focus.

| think that if you do these, you need to do them
possi bly by maybe these five categories or six categories

t hat Bob has provi ded, because then it woul d have nore
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meani ng for the particular |icensees and their participation

and stuff.

| think nmaybe if you establish sort of the -- and
you could go two ways, maybe as Marty suggested, that you
start with the individual ones and then after you get al
t he individual ones done, you say, well, gee, can we -- for
these five individual or six individual categories, can we
come up with an overall unbrella type safety goal versus
trying to conme up with an overall safety goal and try and
force it down.

But | think certainly you need nore focus for
t hese things to go forward.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you. | think that that would
be the goal, is to continue to get nore focused with each

step. Let's go to Bob and Jonathan and Dr. Chen and cone

back to John Karhnak, and then I will poll the rest of you.
Dr. Lull?

MR LULL: | really strongly support this idea of
breaki ng t hem out and bringi ng people together. | would

request that when you | ook at risk-infornmed approach to
regul ations, that, at the same tine, you | ook at
ri sk-informed approach to how you can nodify the regul ation

enforcenment or inspection process and that that can nake a
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really big difference also and that's -- and | can see |ike

in the nedical area, there are nany changes that could be
made on that basis that would inprove the Iife of everybody
and nmake life a | ot easier.

So | would hope that you would consider that a
hand-i n-gl ove kind of relationship. | would suggest that
per haps nedi cal m ght be one of the areas where there is
actual activity going on all the tinme, that m ght be an
approach that you m ght want to | ook at early, perhaps
i ndustrial use also m ght be sonething that woul d be
hel pful .

MR. CAMERON. Thank you. | keep thinking about
you and your bigger and better suit, radiation protection
suit.

MR, LULL: That wasn't ny idea.

MR. CAMERON: Jonat han.

FORTKAMP: | think it's a good approach, as well,
what Gary has established, | think, in general. M thoughts
as well for he suggested comng up with sonme draft safety
goal s and | thought perhaps would it be possible to take the
regul ations as they exist today, the statenments of
consi derations and ot her documents associated with the

devel opnment of the goals, and fromthose pull out the safety
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goals for the regulations as they exist today, as a way for

a first draft of safety goals, saying this is where we are
now, this is -- you know, they've never been --

Qobvi ously, they've never been clearly defined as
such, but | think there's a fair consensus that they're
somewhere nestled in the regulations and the devel opnent of
the regul ations, there were sone safety goals. And if we
can pull those out of the regulations as they stand now,
that woul d be a good starting point, a good first draft of
the safety goals for the areas defined.

MR. CAMERON. At a mininmum | think what you may
be suggesting is that as background information for the
participants in this workshop, that the NRC staff pul
together a cut at that, that would be sort of the foundation
information that people would get for preparing for the
wor kshop.

MR FORTKAMP: | would also like to state that the
regi onal neetings are going to be inportant and | think
that's going to be nost inportant, because | firmy believe
that in order for these to be successfully inplenented in
the materials side, they have to be consistent across the
NRC and all agreenent states.

| don't think you can have regiona
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i nconsi stenci es because of the interstate commerce aspects

of a lot of these material |icensees, be it just
transportation between it or be it a manufacturing and
distribution into and out of various states.

| think these have to be consistent across the
board and in order to do that, you need to get the regional
i nput s.

MR. CAMERON. Again, | think that whether the
necessary anount of consistency versus allowi ng states to
recogni ze individual differences is going to have to be an
integral issue that's discussed in those particular
wor kshops. It may different, obviously, fromcategory to
cat egory.

John Kar hnak and then Chia Chen.

MR. KARHNAK: For the last hour or so, we've been
having a very nice orderly discussion as if we could just
kind of nove this thing one down step after step, and |I'd
just like to remnd you that we really need to conme to grips
with some of the issues that Anmy and Judith brought up
yesterday and either decide that you're going to do
sonmething to conme to sone sort of resolution with them or
make a conscious decision that you cannot cone to a

resolution and you're going to go forward wi thout them
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They brought up sonme things and when | hear words

i ke never and always, it leads nme to believe that there is
going to be a great deal of difficulty intrying to cone to
sone sort of a resolution. W couldn't even get the word
unnecessary into the discussion of regul ation yesterday.

As soon as reducing regul ation cane together, the
unnecessary di sappeared fromthe di scussion. Sonmehow or
anot her, we have to get around the point of just
automatically saying no to everything and getting sone
di scussi on about -- and perhaps ultinmately disagreenent, but
nonet hel ess, at |east come to the discussion of what's
really on the table in the full context of what's on the
t abl e.

MR. CAMERON. Excel l ent point, John, and | guess
nmy assunption from what people have been saying is that that
i ssue would have to be dealt with directly head on in these
processes. There is no way around that and it may
ultimately come to disagreenent and it may be very difficult
to nmove forward, but it has to be dealt with squarely in
t hese processes that we're tal king about.

Let nme ask one point, to make sure that we're
clear. First, one of the first points that Gary said is

that pursue risk-informed regulation and safety goal in
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parallel, first of all, not in sequence. And then Gary laid

out a process for mainly focusing on the safety goal aspect
of this.

So keep in mind that there is still the issue of a
separate process piece perhaps for the risk-inforned
regul ation part of it, unless sonmehow you can marry those
things together, and | just want everybody to be cl ear what
we' re tal king about here. Chia Chen?

MR. CHEN: This you just tal ked about is about ny
concern about. | think we should have a safety goal first,
because safety goal itself is guideline for what you're
going to do in the five groups. After that, then the five
groups can go sinultaneously, and | woul d suggest that when
you go to each group, that NRC coul d have sone proposal for
t hat .

The reason | say you put in the Federal Register
is this. No matter if you are proposal or your final, you
don't have a preanble and | think actually -- the sense of
my suggestion actually is to deal with reaction | have seen
yesterday from Any and Judith

The easy to convince public is this, it's two
ways. One is you have public neeting and then you --

everything has a record there and your final is based on the
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record.

| think it the preanble there is what woul d
convi nce pieces. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON. Thanks, Dr. Chen. Marty, you have a
comment ?

MR VIRALIGO 1'd just like to respond to that
coment, because | believe there is a ot of benefit in the
paral | el approach. | believe that absent safety goals, we
can use risk information to do things |i ke Bob suggested, go
back and | ook at inspection and enforcenment within current
regul ati ons and nake sone deci si ons.

The exanple | cited was using the material risk
review group report, what we're starting to see is sone
insights that are telling us that maybe our inspection
priorities aren't right, that maybe we're inspecting sone
|icensees too frequently and others not frequently enough.

That's the kind of things that we can do today,
even before we have the safety goals fully devel oped. |
t hink the NRC ought to nove forward and nmake t hose changes
where it can today, and that's why |I favor the parall el
process.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Thank you, Marty. M ke, any

comments on process? Andy?
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MR WALLO | guess | would say as you start

through this process, certainly use your criteria to decide
how you're going to do your -- what do you call them-- case
studies. Select sonething that you can do and | guess |
woul d add one nore, since we tal ked about the relationship
of doing this process and what inpact you m ght have on high
| evel regulation, is you need to add a criteria that says
the tinme criticality.

You don't want to get involved in a case study
that's going to sonmehow ness up sone i ssue you have that's
time critical, because | agree with Dr. Hol ahan that you
have probably a long road to haul here to get down sone of
t hese.

So you m ght do your case studies on things that

you don't think are tinme critical

The last point is, | know Bob will get another
shot, but | still disagree with his general waste managenent
principal. It is not a good one.

MR. CAMERON. Who is going to get the last word
her e?

MR WALLO | think he's got it.

MR. CAMERON. | won't call on him again.

MR. WALLO Ckay, good, good.
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MR. CAMERON: You're off, Bernero. No. But |

think that point that you' ve nmade is also sonmething, if we
did a workshop on a particular one of these categories, is
that one of the factors in terns of going forward woul d be
this issue that Andy brought up perhaps.

So there's different ways to factor that in. let
me hear from Norman. Do you have any thoughts on process?
| just want to nake sure | get everybody on process.

MR. ElI SENBERG  Just perhaps | should save it for
if we're going to go through -- or nmaybe we're not going to
go through general comrents.

But | would think --

MR. CAMERON. We will, quickly.

MR. EI SENBERG But | woul d hope that advant age
will be taken of the information that's already been
obtained for a wide variety of risk studies, that the staff
shoul d pay attention to those and if they're going to hold a
series of workshops, nmake sure that they bring forward that
information to help facilitate the di scussions.

MR. CAMERON. And that supports sone of the things
that we've heard about the staff preparing the necessary
background information and material to allow these workshops

to proceed nore efficiently.
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Let's give John -- John, do you want to say

sonething? Let's give people a chance around the table to
make sone general comments based on what they've heard over
t he past couple days. | do want to go out and see if
anybody in the audi ence has sonething to say on it.

Do you have sonething on process?

MR ORVIS: | do have sonething, but |I'mnot sure
if it's process or not.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Wiy don't you go ahead?

Pl ease identify yourself for the record.

MR ORVISS M nane is Doug Ovis. |I'mhere as a
private citizen, but I"mcurrently enployed with the Yucca
Mountain project. I'minvolved with the pre-closure safety,
whi ch hasn't really been tal ked about nmuch. 1It's one of the
sub- cat egori es.

But we are working to Part 63, which is
risk-informed, and in some of our -- the thing | really want
to bring up, as you go through trying to think of ways to
apply risk-informed through reduction inspections or quality
assurance and the graded quality assurance, is sone issues

that we have been having dialogue with the staff recently.

We have gone through a PRA kind of approach to
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neet the regulations, but as we started to get into graded

@A, questions cane up about what is your risk nmeasure and
trying to apply the Reg Guide 1.174/176 to delta risk, and
that is a problem

So as you try to develop this parallel approach,
you may want to think of how you're going to have
ri sk-informed reduction of regulations or how you' re going
to apply those. I'mnot sure if I"msaying it clearly, but
there is not a single quantitative risk nunber that we start
with and ook at delta risk. So it has to be an intelligent
approach, obviously. There are ways we don't want to take
t he whol e nine yards for everything.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you, Doug. | think we've
heard sonme expressions of that and that sort of ties in with

what you just said, Mrty.

Joe Mur phy.
MR MJRPHY: 1'd like to make a coupl e of points.
|"d like to second what Gary has said, in general. 1 think

if you take the conbination of what Marty and Nor man bot h
sai d, you have a real advantage.

You can go forward with risk-informng regul ati ons
based on the information you already have and the

information you're gaining as you go along. Wat you wll
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find, at |least what we found in the reactor end is that you

will find that there are areas where you are pl acing nuch
too nuch enphasis in sone areas and not enough in others.

You will find areas, at |east we found in
reactors, sonething that, in his nore el egant days, Bob
Bernero referred to as gaps in the fabric of regulation. |
remenber that term even if you don't, Bob

That indicates that when you find such a gap, that
you need to fill it. So it's a two-edged sword when you
gai n useful information

| woul d suggest that as you go forward, you
remenber there is an advantage in the reactor space that may
be di sappearing fromthe discussions | have heard here, and
that is the difference between goals and requirenents.

Goals, to ne, are sonmething you strive for.
Requi renents or regul ations are sonmething that you're
required to do by definition. | would not set ny goals
where the regul ations are. | would set nmy goals | ower.

| would say | should strive for a higher |evel of
safety, if you will, and that's sort of an ALARA princi pal .
But | would be satisfied and feel | had provi ded adequate
protection for the public and the workers at a different

| evel than that, and having those two constructs allows you



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

342
to use cost-benefit analysis, allows you to have room for

exenptions fromregulations. It allows you a | ot of |eeway
that may not be obvious at first gl ance.

| would urge you to think about that. | would
urge you, as you go forward, to follow up on what Barbara
has said. | think you need, besides the taxonony that Bob
nmenti oned, perhaps a taxonony that splits this into a matrix
that says you will consider things |ike operational risks,
accidental risks, ecological risks, perhaps sonmething |ike
di version of material risks.

These may be different as you go from application
to application. In sonme cases, you may need them in sone
cases, not. But | don't think you can forget them You
have to have a | ogical basis for how you go forward with
t hem and sonme nmay take nore tine than others and for that
reason, | would urge you to take somewhat smaller steps as
you go along to devel op these things.

And just from past experience, on the reactor end,
where it took us fromroughly 1970 to 1986 to get safety
goals out, we really got the basic idea that we needed them
after TM, which was in '79 or '80, we started, and then in
'86, the first publication cane out.

And we really didn't get good firm guidance as to
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what to do with themafter we got them until the SRMthat

Gary nentioned canme out in 1990 fromthe Comm ssion.

So it's a long process and keepi ng the Comm ssion
involved early and letting them know the steps you're
taking, | think, are inportant.

Finally, | would Iike to second the idea that |
heard earlier that you start off trying to develop clearly
what your objectives are and fromthe objective, let that
flow towards qualitative goals. You may well find in each
of these four areas that | discussed, and you may find, at
that point, you don't need to go any further, but in sone
pl aces you nay.

But | would always try to keep this difference.
see there has been a real advantage in reactor space to have
a difference between requirenments and goals and | sense,
froma |l ot of the discussions that are going on today, that
we tend to be nmushing themtogether and I'm not sure that
that's the npst advant ageous thing.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you very much. | know that
you didn't nean to suggest by using the phrase Bernero in
his nore el egant days that he's not still elegant, even
t hough Andy di sagrees with hi m about sonet hing.

M ke, let's go to you, and then go to Bob, and
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around that way, counter-clockw se, for any final comrents

that any of you m ght want to offer.

MR. WANGLER: Thanks, Chip. [I'll try to make it
brief. | personally like what | have heard di scussed over
the last two days, day and a half. | think that it's an
appropriate way to go, although -- and |'ve been doing --

working in the regulatory arena for a | ot of years, New York
State, NRC, DOT, DCE

| think that there was an inplicit consideration

of risk in the rule-makings that I worked on. [If not an
explicit one, |I think that the process that you're going
t hrough here will make the use of risk nore explicit than

maybe what | perceive has been used in the past.

| think the NRCis going to have its job cut out
for it in devel oping the process and getting it to work the
way they want to. There are a |ot of areas, as we've seen
here, that NMSS has to cover and they're not all going to
have the sanme goals, at |least in the devel opnment of the
goal s.

| think NRCis going to have to be pretty explicit
in how it uses risk. Risk, some of the elenents of risk
that were nentioned include consequence and probability,

whet her both of them can be used sinul taneously, individual,
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that's going to be have to be worked into the process, |

t hi nk, and sone of that is in the information that we've had
bef ore.

You're going to need to -- it's been said before,
you're going to need to get the right people involved or at
| east try to get the right people involved and get themto
di scussing the process with you. |It's so much easier to get
people to buy into a process if they have participated in
t he devel opnent of the process than it is after the fact.

| won't speak for Andy, but certainly for ny
program the transportation program if there is anything
that we can do to participate in these kinds of fora or
directly participate in working groups that the NRC has for
t he devel opment of a risk-informed approach to the
regul atory process, |I'mvolunteering at |east for ny program
to participate in those.

MR. CAMERON:. Thank you very much, M ke. Bob?

MR. BERNERO | don't know if Andy shoul d
vol unteer, because he's often wong. But seriously --

MR. CAMERON: He's next, he's further down the
road, so he's going to get you

MR. BERNERO  The workshop, | believe, has been

very hel pful and nuch of the summary advice by Gary and Joe
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that we just heard is good advice, and especially with

regard to biting off pieces that are manageable. You know,
pick the | ow hanging fruit, you will make nore progress that
way.

| would urge that there be a sharp focus on the
purpose of this that it is developing criteria, standards
and practices associated with risk-informng the regulatory
process in NVSS, and that can sonetines be lost if you start
going too deep or dwelling too I ong on one particul ar safety
goal .

And the only other observation | would like to
of fer from past experience, | would suggest that if you go
into the statements of considerations for all the
regul ati ons and other published literature, you will find
precious little that is useful as the basis for safety and
saf ety goal s.

Al'l you have to do, go in the reactor area and the
years and years of strife about how do you define whether a
conponent is inportant to safety. And in 10 CFR 72, 20
years ago, we wote in 72.3, which was a definition of
inmportant to safety that is still difficult to work with
t oday.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you very nuch, Bob. Felix?
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MR. Kl LLAR: | think Bob said it all.

MR. CAMERON. All right. Marty?

MR VIRGLIO | wuld like to take this
opportunity to thank Stacy for setting up this workshop and,
Chip, for you and your efforts not only to facilitate this,
but to convene this group of people who have nore than once
t hroughout this process "aha' d" ne with new i deas of how to
proceed in this area. | really thank you all for your
participation. [It's been very hel pful.

MR. CAMERON: Bob?

MR LULL: First of all, I want to say how honored
| amto be at the table with all of you. [1've learned a |ot
from each one of you and hopefully |I can take this back to
nmy nmedi cal community and enlighten themon this.

You know, we in nedicine have felt that we've been
pretty over-regulated relative to the historical risks
associated wwth it and we're kind of unhappy with the
results of the nost recent effort to try and apply risk
assessnment and risk-infornmed approach to nedical regul ation.

| "' m hopi ng that perhaps by pursuing this, and I'm
very happy that there is pursuit of risk analysis and
ri sk-informed approach, that we can achi eve easier

operational characteristics, |ess burden on the NRC staff,
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and still acconplish the sane safety goals, which are

undefined, but will be defined.

| woul d suggest that when we're defining and
| ooking at safety goals in each of these segnents as this
evol ves, if this does evolve, which I think ought to, that
it will be a matter of deciding which | evels and how nuch
you divide things up. For instance, as | pointed out
earlier, nmedical -- well, both nmedical use, nuclear nedicine
and radi ation therapy consider thenselves extrenely
distinct, just as distinct in a sense in terns of the risks
and the application of regulation requirenents to them as,
for instance, |low |l evel waste versus high |level waste, even
t hough they' re both the waste issue.

So within each of these topics, there will be
distinctions that will have inpacts, and that's why you need
to bring people in who can di scuss those and hel p resol ve
t hose distinctions.

In any case, thank you very nuch. |['ve really
enj oyed it.

MR. CAMERON. And thank you for comi ng out from
San Francisco to join us. Chia Chen?

MR. CHEN. | enjoyed the chance to neet all you

these two days neeting and | think | have said all | need to
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say, but I would like just to nmention one little thing.

| would |ike to suggest that NRC probably change
t he workshop to a public neeting.

Thank you.

MR. CAMERON:. It is a public neeting.

MR. CHEN:. But change the word workshop.

MR. CAMERON. All right. Thank you, Chia Chen.
Gary?

MR, HOLAHAN. 1'd like to thank Marty and Stacy
and John and others for inviting me and for the opportunity
to tal k about something that the general subject |I'm
interested in, in an area for which I know not nuch.

Fromall |'ve heard yesterday afternoon and today,
| think this is a good start. | think it's a worthwhile
effort. One thing that's clear is that there is a | ot of
work to do and it seenms to nme that there's a |ot nore
participation that needs to be worked on, as well.

Even if you | ook around the table, you see that
there are a lot of different communities represented. There
are also a lot of communities not represented and | think
sonme nechanismfor dealing with that will be inportant to
this whole effort.

MR. CAMERON:. Thank you, Gary. | know we woul d



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

350
all thank you for providing the foundation for our

di scussion. Stacy?

M5. ROSENBERG | al so wanted to thank everybody.
Thi s has been very educational for ne. | agree with all of
t he di scussion on the process. | think that's a good way to

proceed.

| think it's going to be a very big job for the
NRC to go back and state what's inplicit, what's the
inplicit safety philosophy in the existing regul ations.
think that's going to be a very big job.

And | just wanted to point out that | think that
comuni cation is very inportant in these neetings and that
even that we need to educate the public as to what we
believe the risks are. But we also need to be educated by
the public as to what their values are, as well. | think
that's a very inportant point.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you, Stacy. Barbara?

M5. HAMRICK: | just wanted to say | think this
was very val uable, too, and | hope that the proceedings are
publ i shed, because | would |like to encourage the other
agreenent state programdirectors, and the staff, as well,
to take a | ook at what the NRC is doing and to becone

involved in the process, so that you'll get a |ot of
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partici pati on when you go out and do the workshops.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you, Barbara, for not only
your comrents, but also for coming a long way to join us.
Andy?

MR WALLO | want to thank everybody, too. W' ve
found this very useful. 1It's been sone tinme |I've been
trying to keep up with the Cormission's work in this area
and | think this was very helpful in catching nme up

The only ot her general comment | would make is |
guess as we | ook at managenent and ri sk managenent, that
focus on the need al so, while you want to set goals that are
out there and you have to reach for them they need to be
achi evabl e.

You don't want to set goals that clearly are not
achi evabl e, that doesn't work real well, and particularly in
the area of separating between your qualitative and your
guantitative goals.

| think one of the suggestions was a qualitative
goal, like do nore good than harm or don't do nore harmthan
good, hopefully we woul d al ways achi eve that goal if we set
a qualitative goal |ike that.

That's the only comment | woul d nake.

MR. CAMERON. Aren't you forgetting sonething that
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per haps Bernero was wrong?

MR. WALLO | thought that went w thout saying.

MR. CAMERON:. John?

MR. FLACK: Again, thanks all around. | think the
obj ectives of the workshop have been net, and that was to
i nform st akehol ders about what we intend to do and to get
input into what we're doing, and it sounds |ike what we're
doing is worthwhile and | think that was really one of the
obj ectives of the workshop.

It's going to be a | ong process, there's no
guestion about that. | think the case studies, | see the
case studies as alnost |ike WASH 1400 and the PRAs that we
did in devel oping the safety goals and in this case, we're
really comng to grips with that, having to go back, do case
studies, find out exactly what is the risk, and be satisfied
with that, and not set goals that are not achi evable, but
goals that are realistic based on those studies.

Again, even with the goals, it's not that we
regulate to them but we use themto guide our regul ations,
but we still have regulations that need to be net and |
think that's true and we shouldn't |ose sight of that.

But overall, | thought this was extrenely useful

for the process and hope to be working again with everyone
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in pursuit of these goals.

Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, John. Jonat han?

MR FORTKAMP: |, as well, think that we're
heading in an appropriate direction here. 1t's apparent
that risk -- obviously, risk informati on has been used in

t he devel opnent of nost, if not all of the rules, to sone
extent, but | think it's inportant to establish a consistent
process for application of the risk information and the
devel opnent of the regulations, |licenses, |icense review and
i nspections.

This has been a nice forum but | have to admt |
feel alittle lost init. It's kind of just alittle
licensee, a lot of the talk is at a nmuch higher |evel than
you get down to just a gauge user.

| think it's inmportant as we go out into the
communities that we get a lot of |licensee participation and
fromthe broad spectrum of |icensees that NVSS enconpasses.

| would like to, as well, thank you for inviting
me to this, and hopefully I've contributed sonet hi ng.

MR. CAMERON. Yes, you have and thank you for
bei ng here, Jonathan. Norman?

MR. El SENBERG There were sone comments nade
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yesterday that naybe were never fully responded to, and

maybe this would be a good tine to just state that the goa
of the regulation is to provide for safety.

The reason to do risk assessnment is that it's a
systemati c scrutabl e approach that is very useful because it
| ays out what is known and what is not known and articul ates
t he uncertainties which then the decision-nmakers, which
i ncludes all the stakehol ders and the public, can use to
wei gh in their decision and deci de how nmuch wei ght to give
t he techni cal anal ysis.

| think this idea that the risk assessnment goes on
as a technical analysis separated and driving decisions is
not correct, that it's an adjunct to decision-nmeking, an
i nportant adjunct and sonething that can be quite hel pful.

So | thought that would -- that's an inportant
poi nt to nake.

MR. CAMERON. Thanks for putting that on the
record, Norman. Anybody el se out in the audience want to
say anything before we adjourn the workshop?

kay. Well, I would just thank all of you and
have safe travel honme. |1'msure that we'll see you again in
a venue simlar to this.

[ Wher eupon, at 12:18 p.m, the workshop was
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